An examination of teachers\u27 perceptions of district staff development programs and their relationship to perceptions of district quality management by Johnson, Pamela D.
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1995
An examination of teachers' perceptions of district
staff development programs and their relationship
to perceptions of district quality management
Pamela D. Johnson
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Johnson, Pamela D., "An examination of teachers' perceptions of district staff development programs and their relationship to
perceptions of district quality management " (1995). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 10915.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/10915
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 
be from any type of computer printer. 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note wiU indicate 
the deletion. 
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and 
continuing from lefr to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 
reduced form at the back of the book. 
Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order. 
A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1345 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600 

An examination of teachiers' perceptions of district staff development programs 
and their relationship to perceptions of district quality management 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Department: Professional Studies in Education 
fvlajor: Education (Educational Administration) 
by 
Pamela D. Johnson 
Approved: 
In Charge of Major \Mork 
For the Major Department 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1  9 9 5  
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
UMI Number; 9531751 
OMI Microform 9531751 
Copyright 1995, by OMI Company- All rights reserved. 
This microform edition is protected against unauthorized 
copying under Title 17, United States Code. 
UMI 
300 North Zeeb Road 
Ann Arbor, MI 48103 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
P a q g  
LIST OF FIGURES v 
LIST OF TABLES vi 
CHAPTER I. THE PROBLEM 1 
Introduction 1 
Statement of the Problem 3 
Purpose of the Study 5 
Objectives of the Study 6 
Research Questions 6 
Hypotheses of the Study 6 
Basic Assumptions 7 
Delimitations 7 
Definition of Terms 8 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 9 
Introduction 9 
Educational Change 9 
Goals 2000 10 
The Concerns-Based Adoption fvlodel 12 
Staff Development 13 
What is staff development? 13 
History of staff development 17 
Changes in staff development 20 
Staff development models and effective practices 22 
Staff development and educational reform 40 
Impact of staff development 41 
Systems Thinking 42 
Continuous Quality Improvement 43 
History of Continuous Quality Improvement 43 
Continuous Quality Improvement and school reform 45 
Basic principles of CQI 48 
The Malcolm Baldrige Award 53 
Use of a business model 55 
Staff Development and Continuous Quality Improvement 58 
Summary 63 
CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 64 
Procedures of the Study 64 
Population of the Study 65 
Research Design and Variables of the Study 65 
Development of the Instruments 66 
Human Subjects Release 68 
Data Collection Procedure 68 
i i i 
Statistical Analysis of the Data 69 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 70 
Introduction 70 
General Characteristics of the Sample 70 
Analysis by position 72 
Analysis by other demographics 75 
Reliability Analysis of the Instruments 75 
Quality Management Perceptions 75 
Staff Development Perceptions 76 
Results of Hypotheses Tested 81 
Summary of Findings 83 
Evaluation of the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 85 
Summary 87 
CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 88 
Summary 89 
School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 91 
District Staff Development Questionnaire 91 
The relationship between staff development and district management 91 
Staff development ratings and the seven Baldrige dimensions 92 
Differences between high and low districts in quality effectiveness 92 
Conclusions 93 
School System Perceived Quality Assessment instrument 95 
District Staff Development Questionnaire 96 
The relationship between staff development and district management 96 
Staff development ratings and the seven Baldrige dimensions 97 
Differences between high and low districts in quality effectiveness 98 
Limitations 99 
Discussion ICQ 
Recommendations for Applied Practice 103 
Recommendations for Further Research 103 
REFERENCES 105 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 117 
APPENDIX A. SCHOOL SYSTEM PERCEIVED QUALITY ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT 118 
APPENDIX B. DISTRICT STAFF DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 122 
APPENDIX C, VALIDATION PANEL FOR THE PQAI 126 
APPENDIX D. VALIDATION PANEL FOR THE DSDQ 129 
I V 
APPENDIX E. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORM 132 
APPENDIX F. COVER LETTERS FOR SURVEYS 134 
V  
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1. The three CBAM components 
Paae 
14 
Figure 2. Standards for staff development: Middle level edition 38 
Figure 3. Deming's 14 points 50 
Figure 4. Restatement of Deming's 14 points as "14 obligations for 
the board of education and administration" 
51 
Figure 5. The Malcolm Baldrige Award criteria 54 
V  i  
LIST OF TABLES 
Pggg 
Table 1. Subscale areas and demographic variables of the PQAI 66 
Table 2. Demographic information of respondents on the PQAI 71 
Table 3. Demographic information of PQAI respondents by position 73 
Table 4. Reliability analysis of current and ideal sections of the PQAI 76 
Table 5. Quality effectiveness index for districts on the PQAI 77 
Table 6. District means for the District Staff Development Questionnaire 78 
Table 7. Comparison of ranks on the District Staff Development 79 
Questionnaire and the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
Table 8. One-way analysis of variance: Group means on the District 80 
Staff Development Questionnaire 
Table 9. Group means and standard deviations on the District Staff 80 
Development Questionnaire 
Table 10, Comparison of group means on District Staff Development 80 
Questionnaire 
Table 11. Correlation matrix for the seven dimensions of the PQAI 82 
Table 12. Mean scores and ranks for the highest and lowest ten districts on 84 
the District Staff Development Questionnaire and the Perceived 
Quality Assessment Instrument 
Table 13. Comparison of the current a-priori Baldrige dimensions with 85 
empirical factors 
Table 14. Comparison of the ideal a-priori Baldrige dimensions with 86 
empirical factors 
1  
CHAPTER I. THE PROBLEM 
School Improvement and reform seem to be the focus of many educators and 
business leaders today. Dramatic changes In society make schools very different places 
than they were even ten or twenty years ago when their critics were in school. The 
increase of poverty and crime, lack of family support, student alienation, poor student 
performance, a high dropout rate, a growing number of regulations, race and class 
discrimination, international competition, and varying roles and expectations for 
educators all demand new solutions (Fullan, 1991; Rebore, 1991; Neuroth et al., 1992; 
Sparks & Vaughn, 1994). In addition, people inside the schools sometimes blame each 
other for the proliferation of these problems (Neuroth et ai., 1992). In many of our 
nation's approximately 15,000 school districts and 80,000 schools. Independent and 
state-led reform models are being implemented. Often these reforms focus on only one 
part of the system rather than on systemwide change (USGAO, 1993). 
Introduction 
The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was signed Into law by President Clinton on 
IVlarch 31, 1994, in recognition that our country could no longer Ignore the fact that 
change In our schools is desperately needed. Students' lives during and after schooling 
leave much to be desired. As our pluralistic society becomes more complex, it is probable 
that pressures for educational change will increase. Goals 2000 calls for Improving the 
nation's schools through high expectations and state and local improvement efforts (Haack, 
1994). The implication for educators Is that they must constantly be developing the art 
and science of teaching to meet growing demands. "Educational change depends on what 
teachers do and thlnk--lt's as simple and complex as that" (Fullan, 1991, p. 117). 
Whether these efforts are positive and lasting or simply frustrating and ineffective will 
depend on the methods used (Fullan, 1991). 
As job requirements and roles In school districts become more complicated, the 
need for quality staff development programs increases. The introduction of new services, 
instructional materials, and equipment has resulted from public pressure to adapt to our 
rapidly changing society (Rebore, 1991). The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 and the Educational Professions Development Act of 1968 provided for some funding 
for staff development (Rebore, 1991). However, progress in improving schools has not 
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been widespread (Fullan, 1991). 
According to Senge (1990), "organizations learn only through individuals who 
learn. Individual learning does not guarantee organizational learning. But without it no 
organizational learning occurs" (p. 139). Senge uses the term personal mastery [o 
describe the discipline of personal growth and learning from which comes the spirit of the 
learning organization. Simply acquiring more information is not enough to produce the 
results we want. People at every level of a learning organization must practice 
generative, lifelong learning, a continuous, ongoing process (Senge, 1990). School 
districts respond to this need by providing various staff development opportunities for 
their employees. 
Staff development has become an essential part of the reform movement because of 
the many recent events which have caused teachers and administrators to face situations 
for which they were not trained in college (Sparks, 1994). In addition, shifting needs and 
the constantly expanding knowledge base require school employees to continually stay on 
the leading edge of knowledge and strategies. Individual attendance at workshops, 
conferences, and courses is not enough for a comprehensive staff development program to 
help school organizations reach their goals. Evolving roles for teachers and increased 
participation on district improvement teams also require additional training for new tasks 
such as analyzing data, resolving conflicts, and building consensus (Sparks & Vaughn, 
1994). The real key to reform in the 1990's is comprehensive teacher development 
throughout their careers (Fullan, 1991). 
"If we constantly remind ourselves that educational change Is a learning experience 
for the adults involved (teachers, administrators, parents, etc.) as well as for children, 
we will be going a long way In understanding the dynamics of the factors of change" 
(Fullan, 1991, p. 66). Learning to do something new is basic to every Improvement. The 
probability of teachers developing new meanings, behaviors, and skills depends on 
whether they are isolated or working together to exchange ideas and support. Social 
learning relies on interaction. (Fullan, 1991). Quality staff development addresses the 
needs of educational organizations with the goal of more effective instruction through the 
enhancement of teachers' and administrators' skills (Rebore, 1991). For educational 
systems to improve, educators must learn new ways of thinking and doing. Staff 
development plays a central part in this learning. Research has shown that many teachers 
3  
are willing to upgrade ttieir classroom practices under the right conditions, but most do 
not have adequate access to information, or enough time or energy (Fullan, 1991). 
Statement of the Problem 
Professional development and school development are inextricably linked.... 
Nothing has promised so much and been so frustratingly wasteful as the 
thousands of workshops and conferences that led to no significant change in 
practice when the teachers returned to their classrooms. Neither teacher 
participants nor workshop leaders are satisfied with the results of their 
efforts. (Fullan, 1991, p. 315) 
Historically, most inservice training has not been designed to give teachers the 
ongoing, interactive learning needed for new knowledge and skills. It has been wasteful and 
ineffective, it has failed because It has been fragmented and unconnected to any 
comprehensive plan (Fullan, 1991; Sparks & Vaughn, 1994). Fullan (1991) reminds 
us that, "As implementation is the essence of change. It follows that the teacher as 
impiementor is central" (p. 10). Research on implementation has continually shown that 
sustained interaction and staff development are crucial no matter what the innovation. 
According to Fullan (1991), social energy is required for people to improve. School 
districts can provide that energy by offering continuous staff development opportunities 
for teachers, administrators, and others. 
The purpose of reform in education is to help schools accomplish their goals by 
replacing less effective practices with better ones. Quality staff development programs 
have been successful in implementing instructional Improvements in schools, but many 
Inappropriate practices have also resulted from ineffective training (Fullan, 1991). In 
fact, these programs have been notorious for being insensitive to individual needs and 
interests. Recent staff development research has indicated that major modifications are 
needed if we are to make a difference in student and teacher performance (Fullan, 1991; 
Goodlad, 1991; Marzano, 1991). Schools will always need to find ways to improve, and 
professional development will always be needed to help school employees obtain new 
insights into the problems of our complex, modern society and work toward the 
betterment of our schools (Fullan, 1991). 
Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI), also known as Total Quality Management 
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(TQM), offers an opportunity to effect organizational reform in America's schools. 
Continuous Quality Improvement is a revolutionary philosophy sweeping across our 
country. Developed by Dr. W. Edwards Deming, this theory has implications affecting 
business, government, and education (Leonard, 1991). Qur largest companies as well as 
our schools have become painfully aware that international competition is a serious threat 
to their effectiveness and survival (Holt, 1993b). Educators are now beginning to look 
more closely at the connections between Deming's philosophy and educational settings in 
order to learn how it impacts administrators, teachers, parents, and students (Glasser, 
1990; Lezotte, 1992; BonstingI, 1992; Holt, 1993b: Bradley, 1993, Schenkat, 1993). 
Systemwide reform, a guiding principle of Deming's philosophy, may be the key to 
improving student learning. Linking the major components of the educational system 
together helps us monitor student achievement for continued progress and allows all school 
personnel to work together to improve performance. Research has shown that providing 
adequate instructional materials and professional development will enable teachers and 
administrators to help students succeed (USGAO, 1993). Staff development experts are 
now telling us to listen to the advice of business people and educators involved in "total 
quality" efforts (Sparks & Vaughn, 1994). "Pay attention to those you serve, be they 
students, parents, community members, or district employees. Engage in continuous 
improvement. Gather data to assess progress regarding important outcomes" (Sparks & 
Vaughn, p. 21). 
Making staff development an integral part of the total program can benefit school 
districts in a number of ways. Student learning will increase as the latest research-based 
practices are applied. Staff morale will improve as employees develop the competencies 
they need to keep up with increasing demands. And, in addition, community satisfaction 
with schools will grow as teachers seek to continually improve (Sparks & Vaughn, 1994). 
Staff development and school-based improvement depend on each other. No significant 
improvements in teaching or school programs can be made without effective staff 
development, and staff development is ineffective without a clear picture of the kinds of 
improvements needed in our schools (Wood et al., 1993). 
Putting theory into practice is the true test of the theory's usefulness and the 
organization's understanding of its key elements. This process requires time, 
commitment, patience, and hard work. All over the country, school districts are 
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attempting to implement tlie basic tenets of quality improvement. It seems logical that the 
staff development programs would be a good place to start. Despite numerous efforts over 
the past few years, theory and research about CQI in schools is still limited compared to 
that in business. We l<now about many school districts that are utilizing the quality 
principles in their restructuring efforts, but most are still in the early stages (two years 
or less) of implementation (Horine et al., 1993). More data are needed to assess the 
results of these attempts. 
Because considerable attention has been given to the study of staff development, we 
do have an impressive knowledge base about effective inservice practices. However, for 
the most part, staff development activities have been only moderately successful in 
bringing about needed changes in teaching practices (McBride, et al., 1994). By using a 
systems approach inherent in CQI, staff development programs may begin to be more 
effective. And conversely, quality professional development may influence the overall 
operations of the entire district. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify the extent of any relationships between 
the perceived quality of staff development programs offered in forty-four Iowa school 
districts and perceptions of current and desired quality management in these districts. 
The study attempted to learn whether school districts with greater staff development 
activity, as measured by the District Staff Development Questionnaire (DSDQ), reflect 
greater levels of quality management, as measured by the Perceived Quality Assessment 
Instrument (PQAI), than districts with lesser staff development activity. Insights gained 
from analysis of the data gathered should help districts seeking positive change to see more 
clearly what gaps may exist between present and desired district conditions and what part 
staff development plays, if any, in a total systems approach to quality schools. This study 
attempted to show the impact that a quality staff development program may have on closing 
the gap between "current" and "ideal" states. If Continuous Quality Improvement is an 
umbrella philosophy that can be used for educational innovation, can well-designed 
district staff development programs help us to reach our goals more quickly? 
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Objectives of the Study 
This research study had the following objectives: 
1. Design and administer a teacher questionnaire based upon research and best practices 
In staff development programs. 
2. Determine the indicators of quality in school districts which correspond to the seven 
criteria of the Malcolm Baidrige Award and assess current and ideal levels In participating 
districts. 
3. Compute descriptive statistics for each district for perceived staff development quality 
and district quality management. 
4. Identify differences In the various groups' perceptions of overall district quality. 
5. Determine whether any differences exist between high quality and low quality districts 
on the two surveys. 
6. Analyze whether any relationships exist between each Baidrige category and overall 
staff development quality. 
Research Questions 
This study was designed to find answers to the following questions: 
1. What are the perceived current and ideal levels of quality management and the quality 
effectiveness index (ratio) between the two levels in the selected districts? 
2. What are teachers' perceptions of the effectiveness of staff development programs in 
the selected districts? 
3. Is there a relationship between the perceived quality of district staff development and 
the perceived quality management of the districts? 
4. Is there a relationship between ratings of perceived levels of staff development 
programs and the seven dimensions of district quality in these districts? 
5. How do districts rated highest and lowest in perceived quality of staff development 
differ or compare on the perceived quality effectiveness index? 
Hypotheses of the Study 
The following null hypotheses were formulated to answer the research questions: 
1. There Is no relationship between the perceived quality of district staff development and 
the perceived quality management (ratio) of the districts. 
2. There are no relationships between ratings of perceived levels of staff development 
quality and the seven dimensions of district quality (current) in these districts. 
3. There is no difference in districts rated highest and lowest in perceived quality on the 
perceived quality effectiveness index. 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic assumptions of this study included the following: 
1. The districts surveyed are representative of other districts in Iowa. 
2. Respondents understood the content and directions of the surveys. 
3. Subjects voluntarily assisted in the study by completing the surveys. 
4. The surveys accurately reflected individual perceptions. 
5. The instrument-measured perceptions are reflective of actual levels of organizational 
quality. 
6. Survey respondents were knowledgeable about their school district's operations and 
staff development programs. 
7. Subjects responded honestly and independently to both survey questionnaires. 
8. The perceptions expressed in the surveys are representative of the districts' 
populations as a whole. 
9. All districts surveyed sponsor some form of staff development activity. 
Delimitations 
1. Districts surveyed were forty-four school districts in the state of Iowa that 
volunteered to participate. 
2. Respondents to the School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument (PQAI) 
included the superintendent and all school board members in each district. In addition, the 
board secretary selected two administrators, five teachers, three support personnel, and 
two high school students to respond. 
3. Respondents to the District Staff Development Questionnaire (DSDQ) were six teachers 
from various levels in the districts selected by the board secretary. 
4. The critical components identified in the DSDQ reflect the researcher's identification of 
current professional thought on the subject of staff development, and not an absolute or 
enduring measure of the same. 
8  
5. The data for this study were collected in March and April of 1994. 
6. Surveys were personally delivered to the districts with return postage provided. 
Definition of Terms 
These definitions are presented to provide clarity and understanding of their use 
in this study: 
1. Continuous Quality improvement (CQi) or Total Quality /Management (TQM) - a 
customer-focused strategic and systematic approach to continuous performance 
improvement (Vincoli, 1991, p. 28). 
2. Inservice - training sessions designed to help teachers learn or improve in a 
particular content or skill area. 
3. Malcolm Baldrige Award - a national award given yearly to honor companies which 
exemplify quality principles (Schenkat, 1993). 
4. Model - (a) a design for learning which embodies a set of assumptions about where 
knowledge about teaching practice comes from and how teachers acquire or extend their 
knowledge; (b) a pattern or plan which can be used to guide the design of a staff 
development program (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989, p. 41). 
5. Quality Effectiveness Index - the score derived by dividing the current situation 
response by the desired situation response on the PQAI, expressed as a decimal. 
6. School reform - the process of changing school practices to improve teaching and 
learning. 
7. Staff development or professional development - any school district activity which is 
intended to prepare staff members for improved performance in their present or future 
roles in education. These terms are used interchangeably. 
8. Staff development program - a school district's plan for designing, delivering, and 
assessing professional development opportunities over a given period of time. 
9. Total systems approach - the practice of looking at interrelationships among all parts 
of the organization, recognizing that each of the components is affected by all the others. 
9  
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This study investigated the relationship between district staff development 
programs and the quality of management in the districts. The review of the literature in 
this chapter provides further explanation of the concepts examined in the study. It is 
presented in five sections: (1) Educational Change, (2) Staff Development, (3) Systems 
Thinking, (4) Continuous Quality Improvement, and (5) Staff Development and 
Continuous Quality Improvement. 
Educational Change 
Reform is the watchword of the day in education. Whether it is called 
restructuring, transformation, or educational improvement, school reform means 
change in our current educational system. Changes can encompass what or how students 
learn, how schools are managed, or different rules, roles, or responsibilities under 
which we operate (Lezotte, 1991), new materials, behaviors, or practices, and/or 
different understandings and beliefs (Fullan, 1991). In making educational decisions, it 
is critical that school leaders consider the assumptions, issues, and factors affecting 
these changes. 
The coming of the "Information Age" requires the rethinking of essential 
knowledge in major subject-area disciplines as well as skills in the workplace. It has 
been estimated that the knowledge base in our culture doubles every seven years. 
According to Harvard University President Neil Rudenstine, the "half-life" of knowledge 
in the humanities is eight or ten years-three or four in math and the sciences. 
Textbooks and curricula written five or ten years ago are no longer current (Wagner, 
1995). In the Information Age, it is essential that students and adults are able to find, 
use, and make sense of information, not just memorize facts. They must be able to 
develop a breadth of understanding of major concepts and be able to integrate and apply 
that knowledge within and across the disciplines (Wagner, 1995). 
Our schools have been loosely-coupled institutions, with teachers and 
administrators working in isolation (Munger, 1990). Joyce and Showers (1988) tell 
us that change must occur in the workplace, incorporating norms of collegiality and 
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experimentation. Staff deveiopment is a critical element for teachers and 
administrators in making these necessary changes in schools. 
Goals 2000 
Staff development has recently taken its place as one of the National Education 
Goais. A large sum of federal dollars is targeted for this area of educational 
improvement. In fact, staff development is at the core or provides critical support for 
all of the state plans (Loucks-Horsley, 1994). This bipartisan legislation which 
canonizes eight national goals for education is a big step toward improving our nation's 
schools. Significant change becomes increasingly possible when the country places a 
sharper focus on readiness for school, community partnerships, professional 
deveiopment, and funding for school-based initiatives (Wagner, 1985). 
The historic meeting in Charlottesville, Virginia, in September of 1989 brought 
together the President and the nation's governors to address the concern for the low 
achievement of many students in public schools. The group agreed to adopt a set of 
"challenge goais" for the nation's schools. President Bush highlighted these goals in his 
State of the Union address in 1990 and they were formally adopted in February of that 
year (Manatt, 1993). In March of 1994, President Clinton signed into law the Goals 
2000: Educate America Act (Public Laws 103-227) which aims to encourage states and 
local education agencies to voluntarily meet these eight goals by the year 2000 and 
thereby reform our educational system. Higher expectations for all students and 
reaching world-class standards are the guiding principles. 
According to the latest Phi Delta Kappan Gallup Poll (Elam et al., 1994), 51 
percent of those who responded believed that U.S. public schools had gotten worse in the 
past five years. President Bush and the National Governors' Association, at a 1989 
educational summit, decided to set six national goals for education. President Clinton was 
then the governor of Arkansas and was a key player in developing these goals. The 
current Secretary of Education, Richard Riley, was then governor of South Carolina. 
Riley saw the importance of adding two more goals-teacher training and parental 
participation (National Education Goals Panel, 1994; Manatt, 1995). 
The intent of Goals 2000 is for each state to create plans for reform which local 
districts and schools will implement. Providing model standards and funding for state 
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and local standards and professional development is the federal responsibility. Raising 
the achievement of all students is the goal. Manatt (1995) states that the best available 
knowledge and research will be used in reaching these standards. He finds that many 
current educational practitioners and curriculum and assessment experts support the 
thrust of Goals 2000. 
The eight goals, as recently revised, are listed below; 
1. By the year 2000, all children in America will start school ready to learn. 
2. By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will increase to at least 
90 percent 
3. By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 having 
demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter including English, 
mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, 
arts, history, and geography, and every school in America will ensure that all 
students iearn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible 
citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our Nation's 
modern economy. 
4. By the year 2000, the Nation's teaching force will have access to programs 
for the continued improvement of their professional skills and the opportunity 
to acquire the knowledge and skills needed to instruct and prepare all American 
students for the next century. 
5. By the year 2000, U.S. students will be first in the world in mathematics 
and science achievement. 
6. By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and will possess the 
knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global economy and exercise the 
rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 
7. By the year 2000, every school in the United States will be free of drugs, 
violence, and the unauthorized presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a 
disciplined environment conducive to learning. 
8. By the year 2000, every school will promote partnerships that will increase 
parental involvement and participation in promoting the social, emotional, and 
academic growth of children. (Goals 2000, 1994, Title I, Section 102) 
Of special concern to this study is goal 4, "Teacher Education and Professional 
Development," which was introduced by Indiana Congressman Tim Roemer. Including 
this goal sends a clear message that the preparation and continuing professional 
development of educators is necessary in implementing federally supported school 
improvement. When the original six goals were introduced, many educators were 
concerned that they could not be accomplished without training. With the addition of 
goal 4, that objection has been answered. 
The objectives of goal 4 are listed below: 
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(i) all teachers will have access to preservlce teacher education 
and continuing professional development activities that will provide such 
teachers with and skills needed to teach to an Increasingly diverse student 
population with a variety of educational, social, and health needs; 
(li) all teachers will have continuing opportunities to acquire additional 
l<nowledge and sl<ilis needed to teach challenging subject matter and to use 
emerging new methods, forms of assessment, and technologies; 
(lii) states and school districts will create Integrated strategies to attract, 
recruit, prepare, retain, and support the continued professional development 
of teachers, administrators, and other educators, so that there Is a highly 
talented work force of professional educators to teach challenging subject 
matter; and 
(iv) partnerships will be established, whenever possible, among local 
educational agencies, institutions of higher education, parents, and local 
labor, business, and professional associations to provide and support 
programs for the professional development of educators. 
{Goals 2000, 1994, Sec. 101[4]B) 
The Concerns-Based Adopilon Model 
According to Hord and associates (1987), innovations in instructional strategies 
and curriculums have usually failed. Examples cited Include open classrooms, team 
teaching, educational television, new math, and Inquiry-oriented science. The main 
reason they give for these failures is assuming that, after training, all users of the 
Innovation will react similarly. They claim that change facilitators must sometimes 
encourage, persuade, or even push people to change. With this belief In mind, the 
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education (R&DCTE), at the University of 
Texas at Austin, developed the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) In order to learn 
more about the school Improvement process. The CBAM is based upon several 
assumptions about change: 
1. Change is a process, not an event. 
2. Change is accomplished by Individuals. 
3. Change is a highly personal experience. 
4. Change involves developmental growth. 
5. Change is best understood in operational terms. 
6. The focus of facilitation should be on individuals, innovations, 
and the context. (Hord et al., 1987, pp. 5-6) 
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The three main components of CBAM are (1) Innovation Configuration (IC), 
(2) Stages of Concern (SoC), and (3) Levels of Use (LoU). Using these tools, 
facilitators can obtain diagnostic information to help individuals change by providing 
resources and interventions to facilitate the school-improvement process. Figure 1 
describes these three components in more detail. 
The authors of the CBAfvl believe that having an understanding of change should 
lead policy makers to belter appreciate the complexities of the human change process and 
the demands that it makes on every level of the system. This model has Implications for 
staff development programs as districts attempt to help individuals progress through the 
implementation of innovations designed to improve schools. 
Staff Development 
A fundamental lesson about school reform from the past decade is that far 
more time is required for staff learning and joint work than is currently 
available. Staff development days--typicaily for workshops--and brief 
meetings before, during, or after the school day are grossly insufficient 
for the collegial learning essential to successful...improvement efforts. 
(NSDC, 1994, p. 12) 
Staff development has often suffered from a poor reputation among both teachers 
and administrators. Exactly what is meant by staff development? What is its history? 
How has staff development changed through the last twenty-five years? What are the 
critical elements of effective staff development programs? And how is staff 
development related to school reform? These are important questions that must be 
addressed when attempting to understand this integral component of our educational 
system. 
What is staff development? 
According to the National Staff Development Council (1985), staff development 
is one of the areas currently receiving the most emphasis in education. Most large 
districts in the United States and many smaller ones have a department or administrator 
responsible for providing continuous professional growth opportunities for staff 
members. 
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Innovation Configuration 
The concept of the Innovation Configuration (IC) is an attempt to discover 
how teachers are using the program being implemented. In gathering this 
information, facilitators must be able to talk about the program in clear, 
operational terms. To be helpful to others, they must be able to describe how 
the program should lool< in actual practice in the classroom. An IC component 
checklist enables facilitators to determine what "ideal" practice is and how 
much variation from that ideal is acceptable. Once the program is underway, 
the checklist can be used to monitor progress by interviewing teachers about 
their classroom practices. When the data gathered are organized by individual 
user, the types of assistance that would be most beneficial to each person can 
be identified. 
Stages of Concern 
The Stages of Concern (SoC) component of the CBAM focuses on seven kinds 
of concerns that users might have about the innovation. These seven stages may 
be grouped into three dimensions-self, task, and impact. Self-concerns (stage 
0 - awareness, stage 1- informational and stage 2 - personal) often develop in 
teachers when a change effort is in its early stages. During final preparations 
for beginning use of an innovation and the early period of use, task concerns 
(stage 3 - management) become more intense. The impact level (stage 4 -
consequence, stage 5 - collaboration, and 6 - refocusing) is reached when 
teachers are more concerned about the effects on students and how to improve 
the program's effectiveness. Concerns may be determined using three 
procedures. Face-to-face conversations are the most practical procedure. The 
more formal open-ended statement is used for soliciting information from 
groups. The Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ), a 35-item paper and pencil 
measure, is the third procedure which is used with groups when research or 
program evaluation is being conducted. Effective facilitators help people resolve 
their concerns and advance to higher stages. 
Levels of Use 
The Levels of Use (LoU) dimension of the CBAM attempts to define 
operationally what the user is doing. It describes the behaviors of the users 
through various stages or levels. The eight Levels of Use identified are Level 
0-Nonuse, Level - Orientation, Level II - Preparation, Level 111 - Mechanical 
Use, Level IVA - Routine, Level IVB - Refinement, Level V - Integration, and 
Level VI - Renewal. A LoU chart and the focused interview are essential tools 
for determining and individual's Level of Use. The information obtained through 
this dimension can be of great assistance to a change facilitator as it may reveal 
problems that exist in the implementation process. 
Figure 1. The components of CBAM (Herd et al., 1987) 
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Many authors use the farms staff development and inservice interchangeably. 
According to Dale (1982), they either equate the two or fail to mention the differences 
between the terms. Georgea Mohlman Sparks (1983) who has written and studied staff 
development extensively over many years uses both terms to mean "any training activity 
that attempts to help teachers Improve teaching skills" (p. 72). 
The term staff development Is defined by Dennis Sparks and Susan Loucks-
Horsley (1989) as "those processes that improve the job-related knowledge, skills, or 
attitudes of school employees" (p. 41). Bates and Stachowski (1991) define it as "the 
on-going and job-related program within the school district that is designed to maintain 
and refine the required competencies of the employees" (p. 4). 
Hazel Loucks (1987), In her doctoral dissertation, concludes that staff 
development should be defined as "any systematic attempt to reinforce and/or bring 
about effective change in the professional practices, skills, beliefs and understandings of 
a person" (p. 15). A staff development plan, according to Loucks, consists of "a series 
of systematically designed activities planned to increase the competencies, knowledge and 
attitudes needed by school personnel to perform their tasks and consequently improve 
the quality of the total school program" (pp. 15-16). She further explains that 
inservice education is only "one segment of staff development such as a lecture, 
workshop or other activities which represent offerings within the program but not 
characteristic of it as a whole" (p. 16). 
Dale (1982) offers a similar analysis of the terms, stating that staff 
development is "the totality of educational and personal experiences that contribute 
toward an individual's being more competent and satisfied In an assigned professional 
role" (p. 31). He also agrees with Loucks that inservice education is "but one of the 
several functions of staff development" (p. 31). The functions of a staff development 
program proposed by Dale, based on these definitions, are as follows; 
•Inservice education-Improving skills: implementing curricula, procedures: 
expanding subject matter knowledge: planning and organizing instruction: and increasing 
personal effectiveness 
'Organization development--buM\ng program climate; solving problems; 
increasing communication among staff members 
•Consu/faf/on-conducting workshops; assisting with building staff development, 
implementation, and evaluation; assisting with administrative planning 
'Communication and coordlnation-asslsWng with inter-building 
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communication; organizing and providing information about resources; assisting witfi 
communication between administration and staff; providing central coordinating service 
'Leadership-providrng suggestions for new curricuiar, instructional 
approaches; informing about innovative approaches: identifying problems and suggesting 
solutions; researching ideas for evaluating practices and procedures; providing 
assistance with innovation processes 
•Evaluatlon--conduc[ing needs assessments: evaluating resources; evaluating 
staff development efforts (Dale, 1982, p. 31) 
For the purposes of this study, staff development or professional development 
will be defined as any school district activity which is Intended to prepare staff members 
for improved performance in their present or possible future roles in education. These 
terms will be used interchangeably. A staff development program is a school district's 
plan for designing, delivering, and assessing professional development opportunities 
over a given period of time. 
It has gone by many names-inservice education, staff development, professional 
development, inservice training, teacher renewal, teacher retraining, and human 
resource development (Worth, 1986; Loucks, 1987; Sparl<s, Fail 1994). Whatever it 
is called, staff development too often has been essentially the same thing-educators 
(usually teachers) sitting passively while "experts" "exposed" them to new ideas or 
"trained" them to use new practices. A "happiness quotient" has typically been used to 
judge success, measuring participants' satisfaction with the experience and their 
opinions of its usefulness for their jobs (Sparks, 1994a). 
According to Loucks (1987), "the basic intent of staff development is the 
improvement of instructional programs for students through systematically designed 
activities planned to increase the competencies, knowledge and attitudes needed by school 
personnel to perform their tasks and, consequently, improve the quality of the total 
school program" (pp. 10-11). It is the main way that many educators receive 
information about updated and innovative curriculum and instructional practices 
(Worth, 1986). 
Guskey (1994) tells us that 25 years ago staff development was seen as a series 
of one-shot events interrupting the school year. He compares that perception with 
today's belief that continual, high-quality staff development is essential to effective 
professional practice. Staff development does make a difference. The role of the staff 
developer today is crucial for educational improvement. For knowledge to become 
practice and improvement realized, some form of staff development must be in place. 
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However, Guskey writes, although staff development has come a long way, it still has a 
long way to go. There is still a depressingly large gap between our knowledge about 
education and our practices. 
Why do we need staff development? Bates and Stachowski (1991) believe it is 
necessary for maintaining high quality education, for extending and enriching 
instruction, helping teachers continue to improve, and letting emerging needs surface. 
Paul (1990) cites data from several studies revealing that new teachers think that they 
are prepared to teach, but they actually are not. In addition, he reminds us that even the 
most effective teachers need to be constantly updated and apprised of new ideas in the 
education profession. He contends that staff development is needed to provide continual 
training In new developments in education. According to Wood and associates (1981) 
even the best graduating teachers are only adequately prepared to teach for about five to 
seven years before their effectiveness begins to decline. The nature of change requires a 
vehicle for communicating new ideas, methods, and discoveries to teachers. Staff 
development is that mechanism (Paul, 1980). 
Joyce and Showers (1987) emphatically profess their belief in the Importance 
of staff development for experienced teachers, and state the following: 
We believe that the study of academic substance, teaching, and school 
Improvement should be an inescapable part of the job and that the 
organization should arrange and pay for the system that ensures that 
formal study is an important component of the job of teaching, (p. 2) 
Loucks-Horsley (1994) reports that one of the greatest advances in staff 
development is our Increasing understanding of our ability to Influence fundamental 
beliefs, knowledge, and behaviors and the processes that affect change. As a result, we 
now have a broader concept of staff development, including organization development, 
focusing on student development. 
History of staff development 
"Staff development is a relatively young 'science' within education" (Sparks & 
Loucks-Horsley, 1989, p. 54). What was known about teaching in the early 1970's 
still makes up much of our current knowledge base. During the 1970's and 1980's, 
educational research advanced from the descriptive type to correlational to experimental 
(Gage, 1984). Therefore, much of the research available, with the exception of 
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research on training, is theoretical and descriptive rather than experimental (Sparks & 
Loucks-Horsley, 1989). 
The role of teacher inservlce or staff development has changed through the years. 
At first, "insen^ice" was aimed at educating teachers in how to teach (Paul, 1990). 
Cruickshank, Lorish, and Thompson (1979) tell us that graduating teachers since the 
1950's have been better prepared to enter the profession. As a result, inservice 
education changed from being compensatory to being complementary. Extending 
professional growth rather than eradicating major deficits is now the focus. This new 
role Includes implementing changes in the curriculum, and it results In the teaching 
process becoming increasingly complex. 
According to Paul (1990), although the scope of staff development has broadened, 
teacher behaviors have remained amazingly unchanged. He cites a 1983 survey of over 
one thousand elementary and secondary teachers which uncovered very little variety in 
teaching methods. It was found that typical classroom interactions included teacher 
lectures, student practice, and little else. Direct verbal interaction comprised 70 
percent of class time, with the remaining time being spent on routine activities like 
preparation, roll-taking, and clean-up. Of that 70 percent, approximately 20 percent 
Involved student talk, with about five percent consisting of direct questioning. Nearly 
all of this questioning was designed to solicit a specific answer. Only about one percent 
of the class consisted of questions seeking complex thinking or affective responses. 
The field of staff development as a professional responsibility has been growing 
over the past twenty-five years. In 1969, Ron Brandt, now the executive director of 
ASCD's Educational Leadership, called together a few colleagues having the assignment of 
staff developer in a large district to discuss the issues facing them. Since that time, that 
group of less than 15 has grown into the National Staff Development Council with a 
membership of over 7000, with a budget of $1,288,000, and 34 state, provincial, and 
regional affiliates (Yastrow, 1994). 
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989) tell us that staff development "came of age" 
in the 1980's (p. 40). It became the focus for countless conferences, workshops, books, 
articles, and research. In addition, legislators and school district administrators began 
to see staff development as a key to school improvement efforts. Many extensive 
projects to improve student learning were initiated. Studies of these projects have 
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substantially increased our understanding of effective staff development beyond the 
earlier overview research. 
Wood (1994) echoes the belief that staff development views and understandings 
have been dramatically altered over the last 25 years. Among the many changes in the 
field, he describes seven advances which have had the most impact on the quality of staff 
development programs over the years: 
1. staff development has moved from an isolated inservice to a systemic 
long-term process, 
2. the focus of staff development has moved from district-wide change to 
improving practices at the school level, 
3. it is now recognized that staff development designs must be based on 
research about adult learners, 
4. staff development has moved from inservice planned by district 
administrators to involving teachers and principals in planning, 
5. it is now recognized that staff development must involve all district 
personnel throughout their careers, not just teachers, 
6. staff development has moved from operating in isolation in a district 
to working together with other systems in the schools [italics added], 
7. research is now used as the basis for designing, selecting, delivering, 
and evaluating staff development programs, (p. 5) 
Staff development is becoming a blend of individual development and organization 
development (Schmuck, 1994; Dillon-Peterson, 1994). Wood (1994) predicts that 
staff development will become increasingly important as we approach the 21st Century. 
He anticipates a bright future for those who believe in the continuous improvement of 
schools through professional development. 
As the National Staff Development Council (NSDC) celebrated its 25th 
anniversary in 1994, Ron Brandt (1994) stated that staff development had become an 
"established professional function" (p. 2). Although good programs are not available in 
all school systems, many educators expect continuing education to be provided in their 
districts as well as by universities. The goal of the National Staff Development Council 
is to make continuous learning part of every educator's life. 
According to Dillon-Peterson (1994), a founding member of NSDC, the most 
important advancement in this field is the change from staff development programs being 
nearly invisible to the almost total inclusion today in school districts of all sizes. Most 
provide a professional development budget and use staff development to introduce new 
initiatives. Twenty-five years ago, few districts saw the need for education beyond 
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certification. Teachers' conventions or brief "training" institutes were used to upgrade 
teachers' skills with no attention to continuous improvement. "Inservice education" was 
designed to ffx teachers--to shore up weaknesses and inadequacies. The preferred 
format for staff development twenty-five years ago was the "smorgasbord" approach, 
consisting of fifty to one hundred "one-shot" activities an hour or two long, with content 
not necessarily relating to the curriculum or the individuals' assignments. 
Today, staff development programs are supported by numerous individuals and 
groups including local teachers' associations which are showing the desire to become 
directly involved by collaborating with administrators in selecting and monitoring 
efforts to improve schools through professional development (Dillon-Peterson, 1994). 
The mission, goals, and objectives as well as the inclusion of technology to support all 
levels offer extraordinary promise for the future of our schools. 
A solid research base for training, developed by Joyce and Showers, and many 
other strategies such as action research and professional networks represent other 
advancements in this growing field (Loucks-Horsley, 1994). In fact, recognizing it as a 
"field" rather "a few people with a vision" is one more difference in the last quarter 
century (Joyce & Calhoun, 1994, p. 3). District programs have taken the place of 
college and university courses for many educators. However, although the change in 
control and site, the wide range of topics, and district-based presenters have increased 
the relevance for district employees, the desired effects on instruction have not come 
about. Ratings for polished workshops have gone up, but implementation of new learning 
has not. Changes in curriculum have not produced the hoped-for results (Joyce & 
Calhoun, 1994). 
Joyce and Calhoun (1994) believe that as school districts continue to learn how 
to organize training and to conduct action research so that the effects on students can be 
measured, they will increasingly view staff development as the key to the restructuring 
of our education system. They further predict that this field is our best hope for an 
improved school system. 
Changes in staff development 
According to Sparks (1994), staff development has made many changes in the 
past 25 years. One major shift has been the transition from individual development to 
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individual development and organization development. Improving individual 
performance is not enough to produce the results we need. He reminds us that quality 
improvement expert W. Edwards Deming estimated that 85 percent of the problems in a 
system resulted from the organization's structure and processes. A second development 
has been the move from fragmented, piecemeal improvement efforts to clear strategic 
district staff development plans. The change in focus from district to school approaches 
represents a third advancement, in addition, student needs and learning outcomes are 
now taking precedence over adult needs. 
Another difference in today's staff development, in Sparks' view, is the change 
from training away from the job to many forms of learning embedded in the job. The 
focus on generic instructional skills of previous years has given way to a combination of 
generic and content-specific practices. Staff developers have also moved from being 
primarily trainers to providing consultation, planning, and facilitation in addition to 
training. Another transition is from staff development being provided by one or two 
departments to the responsibility being spread throughout the school system. The shift 
from teachers being the primary recipients of staff development to continuous 
improvement for all who affect student learning represents one more change. The final 
factor that sets today's practices apart from those of earlier years is the belief in staff 
development as an essential process instead of a "frill" to be cut during difficult 
economic times. 
During the 1980's, many districts began to redesign their programs according to 
the research on adult learning, shared leadership, effective schools, and the change 
process (Wood, Thompson, & Russell, 1981; Lieberman & IVIiller, 1991; Wood & 
Thompson, 1993). A new set of assumptions has developed from this research and from 
best practice which Wood and Thompson believe must guide decision makers' efforts in 
order for staff development to be effective. These assumptions are summarized below; 
1. The school, not the district, is the primary focus of improved practice. 
2. Significant change in educational practice takes considerable time. 
3. School cultures which support improved practice and professional growth 
are essential. 
4. Ail educators should be involved in staff development throughout their 
careers. 
5. The principal is the key to any staff development effort to improve 
professional practice. 
6. Selection of improvement goals guiding staff development should involve 
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all stakeholders. 
7. Participants must feel commitment and ownership before wanting to 
become involved in staff development activities. 
8. Opportunities for both school improvement and individual professional 
growth should be supported. 
9. Staff development should help to improve teaching in ways that increase 
student learning. 
10. Knowledge about adult learners should be the basis for planning and 
implementing staff development. 
11. Change is difficult and requires systematic support to sustain over time. 
12. School districts have the primary responsibility for providing resources 
and staff development for implementing new programs and practices. 
13. Staff development should be thought of as a component of a system for 
improving instruction. 
14. School-based staff development, site-based management, and site-based 
budgeting are all important components of school-based Improvement. 
(Wood & Thompson, 1993, pp. 53-56) 
Staff development models and effective practices 
Although Wood and Thompson (1993) have stated that staff development 
programs must be grounded in research and best practice, a major problem over the last 
15 to 20 years has been that inservice education has been planned and implemented 
based on faulty assumptions. They submit that educators start down the road to 
incompetence the minute they stop their education. 
Although participants in staff development activities may include principals, 
non-certified staff, school central office administrators, and board members (Sparks & 
Loucks-Horsley, 1989; Wood & Thompson, 1993, Sparks, 1994), this review focuses 
primarily on staff development for teachers. In particular, it examined what is known 
about professional development that is intended to improve student learning by 
enhancing teacher performance. 
Two uses of the word model are being combined (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 
1989) in order to understand the concept of staff development and make it useful to 
practitioners. The first use is "a design for learning which embodies a set of 
assumptions about (a) where knowledge about teaching and practice comes from, and 
(b) how teachers acquire or extend their knowledge" (p. 41). These models may differ 
in their assumptions. The second use of the word concerns a staff development model and 
is described as "a pattern or plan which can be used to guide the design of a staff 
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development program" (p. 41). 
Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989) organize wliaf is known about effective staff 
development into five models being used currently in school districts. The five are (a) 
individually-guided staff development, (b) observation assessment, (c) involvement in 
a development/improvement process, (d) training, and (e) inquiry, individually-
guided staff development is a process by which teachers plan and pursue activities to 
promote their own learning. The observation/assessment model gives teachers objective 
data and feedback about their own teaching. This process may produce growth or provide 
information for areas of growth. 
Involvement in a development/improvement process involves teachers in 
curriculum development, program design, or a school improvement process to solve 
problems. Training, which Is often thought of as synonymous with staff development, is 
the area where much more substantial research has been conducted. It involves 
educators in gaining new knowledge and skills through individual or group instruction. 
When appropriate, it can significantly change the beliefs, knowledge, and behaviors of 
teachers and their students' performance. In the inquiry model, teachers identify an 
area of interest concerning instruction, collect data, and make changes in their teaching 
based on their findings. Of these five designs, this study will be mainly concerned with 
the training model of staff development. 
One of the earliest comprehensive training models offering a systematic approach 
to designing staff development is the RPTIfVl Model (Wood, fvlcQuarrie, & Thompson, 
1982; Wood et al., 1993). The RPTIM describes a research-based process for designing 
systematic and comprehensive inservice education. It identifies what should happen 
before, during, and after the planning and training, and specifies the practices to be used 
when developing staff development programs. The five stages that grew out of the 
research literature include Readiness, Planning, Training, Implementation, and 
fvlaintenance. Each stage identifies specific tasks to be completed and the persons 
responsible; 
Stage 1: Readiness - Teachers select goals for improvement and make a 
commitment to implement new practices and programs to achieve 
these goals. 
Stage 2: Planning - Staff members design a training program to achieve 
the goals in Stage 1. 
2 4  
stages: Training - Teachers participate in the training which reflects the 
research about adult learners. 
Stage 4: Implementation - Behaviors learned in the training are translated 
into practice in the work setting. 
Stage 5: Maintenance - Systematic monitoring techniques are used 
maintain the changes over time. (p. vl) 
The authors stress the importance of trained facilitators throughout the five 
stages of the RPTIM process to assist staff members in changing their professional 
behaviors. They state that if has become more and more important over the last decade to 
have at least one person in each school to guide the staff through these stages. Facilitators 
must be knowledgeable about staff development and school improvement as well as the 
RPTIM process. They may be staff development administrators, other central office 
personnel, principals, teachers, or parents. Wood and his associates (1993) believe 
that successful, long-term Improvement is unlikely without such a facilitator. 
In 1981, a national study was conducted to determine to what extent the practices 
in the RPTIf\/l Model actually represented the practices considered to be most important 
for effective staff development. The regular membership of the Council of Professors of 
Instructional Supervision (COPIS) and the National Staff Development Council (NSDC) 
were mailed a survey. Strong support for all of the practices in the model resulted. 
Since that time, this model has been validated several times in research (Wood et al., 
1993). According to Sparks and Loucks-Horsley (1989), this model has been used 
widely in planning and implementing staff development programs. As a result of 
improvement efforts such as the RPTIM, schools and teachers may develop better 
curriculum, improve communications with parents and faculty, and show growth in 
instructional practices. 
A similar model, implemented in over fifty schools in metropolitan Detroit in the 
1980's, is called Staff Development for School Improvement (SDS, Sparks, 1983). 
There are six steps involved in the SDS model: 
1. awareness, readiness, and commitment among staff; 
2. needs assessment; 
3. planning; 
4. implementation; 
5. evaluation; and 
6. reassessment and continuation, (p. 66) 
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An evaluation of 19 schools was conducted after the second year of the project. It 
was found that 82 percent or more of the participants felt there had been improvement 
in the teachers' knowledge, skills, and communication. The opportunity to have 
responsibilty for staff development and Improved climate In the schools were the 
program strengths mentioned most often. 
The Teaching Research Inservlce l\/1odel (TRIM) represents a process for 
designing, developing, and evaluating Inservlce training efforts. Validated In 1979 and 
revalidated in 1985, evidence of impact at three levels was shown: (1) training could 
be designed using the components of TRIM which teaches new skills to teachers, (2) 
teachers thus trained did implement the major components of the training, and (3) 
improved student performance resulted from the Implementation. Outcomes are defined 
in terms of three training levels: awareness, knowledge, and skill implementation. 
Evaluation and follow up are also included in the model (Templeman and Peters, 1992). 
Another model proposed by Staliings in 1982 Is based on mastery learning and 
includes the following steps: (1) pretest or diagnosis, (2) informing and discussing, 
(3) guided practice and feedback, and (4) post-test (Sparks, 1983). Joyce and Well 
(1986) report that a number of models of teaching have been developed over the years 
to deal with different developmental levels or situations (Joyce & Weil, 1986). 
An extensive research base on professional development has been gathered. 
However, for the most part. It has documented the inadequacies of teacher training, 
occasionally offering some solutions (Guskey, 1986; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Wood & 
Thompson, 1993; Guskey, 1994b). Many of the studies were archaic and did not meet 
today's standards for methodology and precision (Griffin, 1982). In addition, studies 
synthesizing what context variables are valuable in a staff development program have 
been lacking (Bennett, 1987). 
The major problem seems to be in looking for one right answer. It is important 
to gather evidence from many studies and to combine and synthesize them in order to 
identify the characteristics which are consistently associated with a measure of 
effectiveness. A meta-analysis is often used to conduct such a synthesis. Often the 
effectiveness of the program is determined by an index of the participants' satisfaction 
or evidence of change in professional knowledge. Change in professional practice is 
seldom considered and assessment of the impact on student learning even less often 
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(Guskey & Sparks, 1991). The result Is a list of nebulous practices which offer very 
little guidance to change agents who want to know exactly what to do and how to do it and 
make it difficult to determine universal truths. 
The powerful impact of context is often neglected in these studies. Evidence 
which is synthesized across studies results in the elimination of the effects of context. 
The uniqueness of the educational setting is a critical factor in staff development 
(Fullan, 1985; Guskey, 1994b). Because context has such a dynamic influence on 
professional development programs, Guskey (1994b) tells us that we cannot make 
precise statements about the elements of an effective program. There is not one "right 
answer" or "best way." There are many ways, depending on the specific context. 
Research can only offer procedural guidelines that appear to be critical for staff 
development. These guidelines offer a framework for the design of the best mixture of 
processes, elements, and technologies for a particular setting at a particular time. 
Additionally, techniques that worked five years ago may not work today, and today's 
successful elements may be different from those five years from now. However, a body 
of professional literature does exist which identifies certain characteristics for 
effective staff development programs (Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 1987). 
Most of the research conducted on teacher development has been done In the last 
20 years, with the major portion appearing in the last ten years (Showers, Joyce & 
Bennett, 1987; Paul, 1990). In the past decade, the quantity and the quality of staff 
development research has dramatically increased. New research technology methods 
have made these studies more scientific (Paul, 1990). Some researchers have 
attempted to discover the elements which are important for developing successful 
teacher development plans by reviewing the literature and analyzing the data thus 
collected (Crulckshank, Lorish, & Thompson, 1979; Worth, 1986; Bennett, 1987; 
Loucks, 1987; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Paul 1990). From these studies, several 
components have emerged which appear to be critical to staff development programs. 
This study provides further insight Into those trends. 
A major finding emerging from the literature has been identified by Joyce and 
Showers (1988) showing that teachers have a great deal of capability for learning new 
strategies and methods, and the design of the training program influences how much they 
learn. When teachers have learned a broad array of teaching techniques they can then 
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make a difference in students' learning. 
If a staff development program is properly designed, it sfiould yield instructional 
benefits in the form of effect size (Paul, 1980). The concept of effect size describes the 
magnitude of change from a given educational improvement and allows us to predict what 
can be accomplished by using that particular practice (Joyce, Showers, & Rolheiser-
Bennett, 1987). 
This technique does not replace the concept of statistical significance but lets 
researchers assess how practices affect the outcomes they are designed to influence. 
Effect size is measured by standard deviation units. If the difference between a control 
group and an experimental group is one standard deviation, the effect size would be one. 
Joyce and Showers found that teachers who were properly trained in using different 
instructional practices have yielded an effect size of from one or two up to eight (Joyce 
& Showers, 1988). 
Fullan (1982) credits Bruce Joyce and associates with the development of the 
definitive model for effective staff development. Showers, Joyce, and Bennett (1987) 
conducted a meta-analysis of nearly 200 research studies and a review of the literature 
which generated some meaningful insights into training and staff development. They 
identified certain specific elements which make for an effective training design in a 
teacher development program including coaching, sustained practice, a clear statement 
of goals and objectives, and teacher involvement in planning the program. We presently 
know more about practices that fail than successful ones (Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 
1987; Guskey, 1994b). There is no guarantee that programs that follow these 
procedures will succeed, however there is substantial evidence that neglecting these 
guidelines may limit their success or fail to-result in lasting change. 
Research on curriculum implementation and staff development has 
demonstrated that difficulties in implementation and the low 
frequency of use of the more powerful teaching stategies has been a 
product of weak preservice and inservice programs, not in the 
learning ability of teachers. (Joyce & Showers, 1988, p. 3) 
The work of Joyce and Showers (1980, 1981, 1982) has highlighted the 
importance of the careful design of staff development training activities. Four training 
components were initially suggested as the most effective for acquiring competency in a 
new model of teaching-presentation of the theory being taught, demonstration of the 
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new strategy, initial practice in tiie worksliop, and prompt feedback about the results. 
Joyce and Showers believe that practically all teachers can learn even complex 
procedures using this approach. A fifth component, coaching, was later added to aid in 
the transfer of the new skills to everyday practice. This coaching may be provided by 
another teacher, an administrator, or a trainer (Sparks, 1983). 
Professional development paradigm A professional development 
paradigm has been recognized by Joyce and Showers (1988) as a structure for assisting 
with staff development or professional growth providing a framework for the systematic 
implementation of organizational change in schools. The three main components of the 
professional development paradigm have been identified as (1) the training design, 
(2) the support structure, and (3) the innovation to be implemented. The training 
design and the support structure both have many facets and are equally important for 
successful implementation. Both are further defined below. 
Training model/design As previously mentioned, Joyce (Joyce, Hersh, & 
McKibbin, 1983; and Joyce, 1986) isolated five major components in the research-
theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, and coaching--which impact the quality of 
training. The five have been described as follows: 
1. Presentation of theory - journal articles, lectures, videos, and discussions 
which provide "the rationale, conceptual base, and verbal description of an approach" 
(Joyce et al., 1983, p. 139). The impact of this step is raising awareness and 
increasing conceptual control. 
2. Modeling or demonstration - enacting the strategy using live demonstrations 
with students or adults or the use of media such as videos. This stage serves to increase 
the mastery of theory. 
3. Practice - simulation activities working with small groups to try out the 
strategies. Practice provides an efficient way to apply awareness and knowledge of the 
strategies. 
4. Feedbacl< • a structured plan for observation with opportunities for 
reflections about the observation. It is believed that regular and consistent feedback is 
needed in order to maintain the changes being implemented. 
5. Coaching - support in analyzing the content and the approach to be taught and 
help in adapting to the approach. 
Transferring learning from the training session to the classroom is not 
automatic. It requires planning and facilitation. For this reason, coaching and other 
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follow-up support are necessary In helping teachers use their new skills in daily 
practice (Wood & Thompson, Fall 1993). Joyce and Showers (1988) suggest that 
coaching can provide needed support for change. Providing practitioners with technical 
feedback can guide them in adapting the learnings to their unique situations (Guskey, 
1  9 9 4 ) .  
Bennett's (1987) study of different training elements found that a design that 
includes theory, demonstration, practice, arid feedback was effective in training 
teachers. His meta-analysis showed that excluding even one of the elements resulted in 
significantly reduced teachers' knowledge, attitudes, and skill level. However, the data 
further showed that these four elements were insufficient by themselves to ensure that 
the teachers would actually use the new practices in their classrooms. When the element 
of coaching was added, the effect size increased significantly. 
In her meta-analysis of 91 studies published between 1968 and 1983, Wade 
(1985) determined that coaching does not have the potential to change teacher behavior 
In spite of the many claims to the contrary. She stated that she could find no evidence of 
instructional effectiveness being enhanced in the 225 cases using coaching In her 
studies. Strategies such as coaching, modeling, mutual assistance, printed material, 
production of instructional materials, programmed study, and film were all shown to be 
moderately effective but did not increase effect size above the mean for all methods 
examined. 
Sparks (1985), however, expressed concern that the techniques used by Wade 
could distort the variables being studied. She suggests that without enough accompanying 
details and clarification, a meta-analysis can result in our "missing the trees for the 
forest" (p. 57). She also criticizes Wade for not reading all of the studies in her meta­
analysis herself. In addition, Wade provides no details to aid in understanding the terms 
observation, coaching, modeling, or mutual assistance, thus making it difficult to 
translate her findings Into practice. Sparks concludes, "I am not convinced that coaching 
is as Ineffective as the findings of this meta-analysis might suggest (Sparks, 1985, 
p. 57). 
Joyce and associates (1983) and Showers (1984) remind us that attainment of a 
new strategy does not ensure transfer back to the classroom. Skill development is 
required in the transfer process. They find that teachers must be exposed to 20 to 30 
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hours of training in theory, nnust observe 15 to 20 demonstrations of the sl<ill, must 
practice the sl<ill 10 to 15 times, and continue practicing with the help of a coach at 
least 20 to 25 limes, in order for the new approach to become part of her/his 
repertoire. 
Paul (1990) concludes that all four of the training elements-theory, 
demonstration, practice, and feedback-are crucial in a staff development design in 
order to show significant gains in student outcomes. Many workshops provide the theory 
and demonstration but omit the practice and feedback. He finds that when these last two 
elements are left out, the model is not powerful enough to insure transfer. Practice 
during the workshop and feedback from others can prevent new skills from being eroded. 
Support structure for the professional development paradigm J o y c e  
and Showers (1988) recommend a support structure comprised of study groups, peer 
coaching, and staff development specialists. They suggest that districts build a 
community of learners by forming a district-level staff development governance body. 
Further, they advise districts to establish a building-level structure whereby every 
teacher and administrator belongs to a study group of no more than six members. In 
these groups, each member belongs to a coaching team of two or three. The leaders of 
each study group and the building principal form a staff development/school 
improvement council for that school. A representative from each school joins the 
district committee, thus tying the schools with the district and a central office 
administrator. The three groups are further defined as follows: 
1. Study Group - a collegial support group formed with the goal of improving 
teaching competencies and growing professionally. Teachers report feeling less isolated 
and more confident in their ability to make needed changes in their teaching (Sparks, 
1  9 8 3 ) .  
2. Peer Coaching - a way to provide support and encouragement to colleagues 
when new strategies or innovations are being implemented (Joyce & Showers, 1982; 
Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989). It can help to develop a collaborative workplace 
where teachers interact to improve curriculum and instruction, develop materials, and 
solve problems together (Robbins, 1991). 
3. Staff Development Team • a group which includes the staff development 
specialist(s) and the building administrator(s). Their purpose is to provide instruction 
and give support to the teachers who are learning new practices. 
Munger (1990) analyzed the effects of the professional development paradigm on 
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the implementation of cooperative learning in a suburban Iowa school district. Her 
findings from survey information and interviews with participating staff members 
revealed that the staff development team had the greatest influence on the teachers in 
their implementation of cooperative learning. However, the other two components did 
provide information, support, and assistance to some of the teachers. Johnson (1991), 
in a similar study, found that the staff development teams were rated as the most 
beneficial in helping staff members to implement authentic assessment, with study 
groups second, and peer coaching groups third. 
Staff development specialists Joyce and Showers (1988) refer to staff 
development specialists as persons with "a high level of competence in an area to the 
point they can deal with its theory, demonstrate it, organize practice with it, and help 
coaching teams and study groups sustain its use in the instructional setting" (p. 13). 
According to Hord and associates (1987), the second change facilitator is someone in a 
leadership role at the school site. This person may be more efficient, effective, and 
better received by fellow teachers because she or he is based at the building. 
Building administrators A critical element in any change effort is the 
support of the building administrator (McLaughlin and March, 1978; Orllch, 1983; 
Sparl<s, 1983; Wood et al., 1993; Showers, 1985; Loucks-Horsley et al., 1987; 
LeBlanc and Zide, 1987; Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989). Planning, colleglal 
interaction, and professional development take time. Administrators show support for 
these activities by providing time for their teachers to observe and give feedback to each 
other through coaching. They may provide substitutes or part-time teachers to relieve 
teachers for professional development or pay stipends to teachers who participate in 
after-work or weekend workshops (Showers, 1985). Another key role principals can 
play is that of facilitator, guiding teachers through the school improvement process. The 
principal's role will vary from school to school depending on the strengths of the 
principal and faculty, but whatever the role, she or he needs training in order to be 
prepared for these new responsibilities (Wood et al., 1993). 
LeBlanc and Zide (1987) identified administrative support as a key element in 
the success of staff development. They listed six important functions of an administrator 
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in this role: (1) identifying the need or goal collaboratively with teachers and 
consultants, (2) defining instructional areas associated with the goal, (3) providing 
incentives, time, and space, (4) delegating responsibility for coordination of the 
program, (5) attending planning and training sessions, and (6) expressing the 
importance of the program. 
The process of teacher development is complex and depends upon a positive 
context and appropriate training activities (Loucks-Horsley et al., 1987). Factors 
which can make a difference in teachers' motivation to improve their practices include 
sufficient resources, flexible hours, support from colleagues, and recognition. Loucks-
Horsley and associates summarized ten characteristics which help to make teacher 
development successful. These characteristics are listed below: 
1. collegiality and collaboration 
2. experimentation and risk taking 
3. incorporation of available knowledge bases 
4. appropriate participant involvement in planning, implementation, and 
evaluation 
5. time for implementation and transfer 
6. leadership and administrative support [italics added] 
7. appropriate incentives 
8. based on research about adult learning and the change process 
9. integration of individual, school, and district goals 
1 0. placement of the program in the organizational structure of the school 
and district. (Loucks-Horsley et al., 1987, p. 8) 
Teacher involvement Although many studies report the Importance of 
administrators as key leaders In staff development and change processes, Sparks and 
Loucks-Horsley (1989) point out that others can also fake on these leadership and 
support roles. In fact, some may be in an even better position to perform these 
functions. In Paul's (1990) description of the principles of effective teacher 
development programs, teacher involvement is listed as a critical element. His review 
of the literature yielded information on programs whose organization and delivery has 
been affected by the Japanese model of management and the worldwide movement toward 
participatory democracy at work. He surveyed over 350 Illinois school administrators 
and concluded that it is critical to Involve teachers in the governance of staff 
development plans for teachers. 
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Joyce and Bennett (1987) found that participation in planning motivates 
teachers to use the innovation in the classroom and to "buy in" to the program. Wood and 
associates (1993) stress the importance of ownership and commitment by teachers in 
the RPTIM model. The research is clear that participant involvement in key decisions 
about staff development is necessary if a program is to have maximum impact (Sparl<s & 
Loucks-Horsley, 1989). Both a "top-down" and "bottom-up" approach is required for a 
supportive staff development context (Lieberman and fvllller, 1986, 1991). 
Mandated training Closely related to the aspect of teacher involvement is 
the dilemma about whether professional development should be mandated for teachers. 
Many researchers have found that educators will be more motivated to learn when they 
feel they have control over their own learning and are free from threats (Wood, 
McQuarrie, & Thompson, 1982). Wood and Thompson (1993) suggest that it is 
important for adults to originate their own learning and further that they will resist 
situations which they perceive to be an attack on their competence. They conclude that 
educators must be given some control over the "what, who, how, why, when, and where 
of their learning" (p. 28). In a synthesis of successful teacher development programs, 
Orlich (1983) found that teachers benefit from programs where they have some voice 
in the selection of goals and activities. 
Wade's (1985) findings on this subject are quite different from other 
researchers. "Contrary to popular opinion, whether a participant voluntarily chooses to 
attend inservice training or is required to attend does not make a significant difference 
in training effect size" (p. 51). She states that it is reassuring that over 85 percent of 
the 609 data sets she studied reported voluntary participation; however, the difference 
of .23 standard deviations greater effectiveness than mandatory participation is not 
statistically significant. Sparks (1985) again faults Wade's methods on this point, 
stating that there is no way to investigate these findings since references for the original 
studies are not provided. She concludes instead that in order for teachers to use the 
recommended practices in their classrooms they must become convinced that the 
practice is valuable and that the change can be made with little disruption (Sparks, 
1  9 8 3 ) .  
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Teachers as trainers What are the advantages of having teachers train other 
teachers? Sparks (1983) suggests that the cost of conducting workshops can be lowered 
if teachers are used as trainers and the effects on teaching behavior and student learning 
are the same as when professional consultants conduct them. Other advantages Include 
ongoing staff development, honoring the school's or district's own people, and being 
independent of outside people. Criteria for selection of teacher-trainers should include 
excellence as a teacher, analytical skills, a strong (not big) ego, ability to fake 
criticism, intelligence, openness to new learning, good health, energy and enthusiasm, 
personal and professional integrity, and proactive orientation (Bates & Stachowski, 
1991). 
Outside consultants Some of the reasons for schools and districts to invite 
outside trainers include their expertise in needed areas, the fact that there is no one in 
the district who can do it, motivation for participants, the cost of sending people 
elsewhere for training, the difficulty of being "a prophet in your own land," and that of 
finding a good match with the district. A key criterion for selection is the ability and 
desire to help build in-house trainers for the future (Bates & Stachowski, 1991). 
Adult Learning It has become more and more apparent that adults as well as 
children reach different developmental levels which cause them to make specific career 
decisions. Many surveys of adult learners have shown that adults need more activity-
oriented, involved methods of training (Worth, 1986). Other needs include meaningful 
information, known expectations, respect for experiences, reinforcement, feedback, 
diverse teaching styles, a feeling of relevancy, self-direction, freedom from anxiety, 
and immediate application (Templeman & Peters, 1992). The National Staff 
Development Council (1985) affirms that a comprehensive and effective staff 
development program must incorporate sound principles of adult learning and stages of 
concern which are reflected in research. It is therefore critical for teacher development 
programs to provide appropriate settings and activities and to accommodate specific 
needs of adult learners (Worth, 1986). 
Duration Many researchers have studied the effects of differing amounts of 
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time spent in professional development (Hall & Loucks, 1978; Sparks, 1983; Sparks, 
1984-1985; Goldenberg & Gallimore, 1991). Sparks (1984-1985) concludes that 
the total amount of time may not be as important as the distribution of that time. 
Significant changes in teaching behaviors may require five or more half-day sessions. 
The goals and content of the workshops as well as the distribution of time must be 
considered. 
Most research on professional development indicate that single-session training 
programs are ineffective. Those that have an effect on teaching behavior are spaced over 
time . The concept of mutual adaptation was introduced by the Rand researchers in 
1976. This term describes the process of teachers trying out new practices and 
modifying them to fit their individual situations. When the techniques and the settings 
gradually changed over time, successful implementation was greater (Sparks, 1983). 
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM) (Hall & Loucks, 1978; Sparks, 
1983) provides another rationale for long-term change efforts. The CBAM, described 
previously, focuses on the concerns of teachers at various stages of the change process. 
Training activities are then designed to address their concerns which may change over 
time. A long-term staff development effort can deal with changing concerns and adapt the 
training to them. One schedule that appears to make a difference is a series of three-
hour workshops meeting every week or every other week for four to six times. Sparks 
(1983) reports on studies in which significant changes in teacher behavior have 
resulted from at least two training sessions a week or more apart. The rationale for this 
type of scheduling is that the content of inservice education needs to be presented in 
"chunks" over time in order to address teachers' changing concerns and to attempt only a 
few changes at a time. The gradual change indicated by CBAM and the concept of mutual 
adaptation are not possible in the "one-shot" presentation (even one lasting two or three 
days). In addition, the opportunity to have ongoing discussion of implementation 
problems and concerns is lessened. 
Goldenberg and Gallimore (1991) discuss the need for increased intellectual 
stimuation of teachers through the use of "instructional conversations." An extended 
period of time is suggested for teachers to meet with their colleagues and a trained 
consultant to learn new knowledge and skills. They argue that making fundamental 
changes in schools requires that teachers continually analyze their instruction in the 
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style of a graduate seminar. 
Time of day The National Staff Development Council (1985) believes that 
released time for staff development activities should be provided by the local school 
board and administration as part of the regular school calendar. Orlich (1983) agrees, 
stating that when adequate time for teacher.education is planned within teachers' 
contract time, the training is likely to be more effective. 
incentives Wade (1985) found that college credit used as an incentive for 
participating in professional development yielded a moderately positive effect size, 
followed by released time. Other incentives which resulted in a small positive effect size 
include pay and certificate renewal. Orlich (1983) states that incentives must be 
identified for staff development. It is important to have an array of incentives including 
money, time, credit, and recognition. (\/loney should not be the only incentive, and unless 
it's a large amount, often does not matter to teachers (Bates & Stachowski, 1991). 
Evaluation It is important to evaluate every aspect of the inservice to provide 
feedback for making adjustments during the operation of the program (Orlich, 1983). 
In actual practice however, the necessity for evaluation of the trainee and the impact on 
students is not sufficiently emphasized (Templeman & Peters, 1992). Documenting the 
effects of training on students is much more involved than simply looking at achievement 
test scores. Sparks (1993/1994) recommends that planners of staff development must 
determine the intended effects, develop a program powerful enough to produce those 
effects, and gather data to assess whether the objectives were met. Four levels of 
evaluation have been identified in the literature: (1) satisfaction of trainees, (2) 
development of knowledge and skills by participants, (3) implementation of new 
behaviors in the classroom, and (4) impact on the students (Templeman & Peters, 
1  9 9 2 ) .  
Context District teacher development programs do not happen in a vacuum. 
The organizational context in the district influences their success or failure. Many 
factors affect the way teacher training is viewed, including the climate of the school 
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and/or district, tlie attitudes and beliaviors of district leaders, the policies and systems 
in the district, and participant involvement (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989). 
Additionally, the context for staff development activities is within a comprehensive staff 
development program which includes a philosophy, goals, resources, and coordination. 
Standards for Staff Development The National Staff Development Council 
(NSDC) recently published its Standards for Staff Development: (Middle Level Edition. 
Through a grant, the NSDC brought together more than fifty educators, including 
representatives from five national educational associations, to create a set of standards 
for staff development programs. Designed as a study guide, this document assists schools 
and districts in assessing and improving their efforts in teacher education. The 
standards for elementary schools and high schools are expected to be published in 1995. 
These standards are organized in three categories; context, process, and content. All 
three elements must be present for staff development to improve student learning. A 
summary of the important points from each appears in Figure 2. 
In Georgea Mohlman Sparks' (1983) syntheses of research on staff development, 
she states that while it is not possible to conclude that one design is more effective than 
the others, some general recommendations can be made by putting together the many 
pieces which were reviewed: 
1. Content should be shown by research to improve student achievement. 
2. Teachers involved in decision making and administrative support are 
needed. 
3. Training sessions should be conducted two or three weeks apart. 
4. Presentation, demonstration, practice, and feedback activities should be 
included. 
5. Small-group sessions should.be provided for application and sharing of 
new ideas. 
6. Teachers should be encouraged to visit other classrooms between 
workshops. 
7. Research and rationale about the effectiveness of the practices should be 
presented. 
8. Detailed discussions and teacher sharing about the use of techniques are 
needed. 
9. Teachers should be encouraged to try only one or two new strategies each 
time. 
10. More time should be provided for practices requiring complex thinking 
skills, (p. 71) 
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Context: Effective middle level staff development 
•requires and fosters the norm of continuous improvement 
•requires strong leadership for continuing support and motivation 
•is aligned with the school's and district's strategic plan and funded in the 
budget 
•provides adequate time during the work day for teachers to learn 
•requires study of the change process 
Process: Effective middle level staff development 
•provides information about organization development and systems thinking 
•is based upon knowledge of human learning and models understanding 
•provides for initiation, implementation, and institutionalization phases 
•establishes priorities by analyzing disaggregated data regarding student 
learning 
•uses content valuable in increasing student learning 
•provides a framework for integrating innovations according to the district's 
mission 
•requires ongoing evaluation including multiple information sources at all 
levels 
•uses a variety of staff development approaches to improve instruction 
•provides the necessary follow-up to ensure improvement 
•requires staff members to learn and apply collaborative skills to work 
coliegially 
•uses the stages of group development to build coliegial teams 
Content: Effective middle level staff development 
•increases understanding of providing responsive environments and instruction 
•facilitates management plans providing strategies to maximize student 
learning 
•increases administrators' and teachers' ability to provide guidance to students 
•addresses diversity by providing training ensuring equitable education for all 
students 
•increases educators' ability to provide challenging and appropriate curriculum 
•prepares educators to combine academic goals with community service 
•prepares teachers to use research-based teaching strategies 
•prepares educators to demonstrate high expectations for student learning 
•helps teachers and administrators engage parents in their children's education 
•prepares teachers to use various types of performance assessment 
Figure 2. Standards for Staff Development: Middle Level Edition (NSDC, 1994). 
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In her review of the literature from 1965 to 1985, Loucks (1987) found that 
many discrepancies exist as to the practices and procedures which consistently produce 
effective results. The components which seem to stand out as being important to Include 
in a district's plan for professional development are listed below: 
1. Program content should be relevant to classroom activities and staff 
needs. 
2. A needs assessment provides important information for program 
planning. 
3. Teachers should be involved in program planning. 
4. The school is the most appropriate unit of change in education. 
5. Programs should include both individual and group goals for participants. 
6. Teachers should be given the choice of participating or not participating 
In the training. 
7. Programs should have support and coordination from the district's 
central office. 
8. Incentives should be provided for participation in staff development 
activities. 
9. Outside consultants who have credibility in teachers' eyes should be used 
often. 
10. Trained local school personnel should be used as trainers when possible. 
11. Staff development sessions should be spaced over time. 
1 2 .  A d e q u a t e  t i m e  d u r i n g  t h e  w o r k  d a y  i s  n e e d e d  f o r  t r a i n i n g  p u r p o s e s .  
13. Summer courses should be offered when teachers are not with students. 
14. Participants should be aware of training objectives. 
15. Training of new staff members is needed to give them additional 
assistance. 
16. Training in the classroom applications of technology is incorporated. 
17. A budget should be provided for materials, consultants, and release time 
for teachers. 
18. Specified goals and objectives must be seen as important and realistic to 
participants. 
19. Staff development must have improvement of skills as a primary 
objective. 
20. Programs should include improved student performance as a goal. 
21. Coaching should be used to provide feedback for participants. 
22. Programs should include follow-up activities for maintenance of new 
s k i l l s .  
23. A monitoring component should be included. 
24. Staff development programs should include an evaluation component. 
These elements were mentioned often in the literature or by staff development 
consultants who reviewed the instrument for this study. Therefore, these practices and 
procedures were selected for inclusion in this study. 
Although including these critical components has been found to be necessary for 
implementing a quality staff development program which impacts student learning, one 
implication concluded by Paul (1990) pertains to "knowing" as opposed to "integrating" 
staff development theory. The two concepts are not the same. In his survey, many 
administrators felt that it was valuable to include the critical components in a staff 
development plan, but also unrealistic. Many respondents stated that school districts had 
too many other needs which were not met to give staff development high priority. 
We have learned a great deal about effective staff development in the last twenty-
five years, but many questions still remain unanswered. There is still a need for long-
term studies dealing with school improvement based on staff development. A solid base of 
research is needed which goes beyond description and advocacy to helping educators to 
understand the factors which improve classroom practices (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 
1  9 8 9 ) .  
Staff development and educational reform 
When we consider the magnitude of change that is occurring in our world 
and that is being proposed in schools, it is easy to feel ovenA/helmed. At 
times we may feel virtually powerless in the face of the improvements 
called for in instruction, curriculum, staff development, assessment, and 
management style, just to name a few issues. What powers do each of us 
possess, and how can we find and claim these powers to make a better 
world for ourselves, our schools, and the students we serve? (Sparks, 
1994, p. 2) 
We know that education today offers many challenges. Pressures from society 
impinge upon our schools, often in conflicting ways. Teachers need to be prepared for 
new roles. As teaching roles have expanded, teaching materials have become more 
complex. The organization of schools is changing as citizens demand more and teachers 
seek increased involvement. With all of these changes, one idea remains constant-that 
the interactions between teacher and student determine the quality of the education. 
Another factor that is generally agreed upon is the idea that improving the way teachers 
teach is critical for increased growth in student performance. It is therefore obvious 
why continuing professional growth of all educators is being emphasized more and more 
(NSDC, 1985). 
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Experts believe that this emphasis on school improvement and staff development 
will continue to be a major factor in the school reform movement in the 1990's and 
early Twenty-first Century (Wood & Thompson, 1993). It has been shown that school 
improvement and professional development are dependent on each other (Sparks & 
Loucks-Horsley, 1989; Wood & Thompson, 1993). "There can be no significant 
improvement in administrative practice, teaching, or school programs without effective 
staff development. And staff development is aimless and ineffective without clear 
direction concerning the kinds of improvement we want in our schools" (Wood et al., 
1993, p. v). The two intertwining themes will continue to dominate in school districts' 
efforts to improve current practices throughout our country. Systematic and 
comprehensive planning is needed in order to realize the desired results for school 
reform (Templeman & Peters, 1992). 
Schools have an obligation to prepare ail their students for productive, 
satisfying lives in the 21st Century. Quality staff development is an 
essential ingredient in school reform that truly benefits all students. 
(Sparks & Vaughn, 1994, p. 20) 
Impact of staff development 
"The most obvious accomplishment of staff development over the past quarter of a 
century is that it has become firmly established as a major force for educational 
development and reform" (Fullan, 1994, p. 6). As previously noted, the past twenty-
five years have seen the development of a more rigorous definition for staff development. 
Fullan (1994) finds that Joyce's model of theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, 
and coaching have become household words among staff developers. However, he believes 
that current practices rarely live up to the requirements of this model. Wood and 
associates (1993) believe that in the next ten years, schools will be required to change 
their practices and to recognize the need for a coordinated staff development plan which 
will make significant changes and improverfients for many years. 
The recognition of the importance of professional development has never been 
greater than it is today. It has come to be recognized as the main vehicle for needed 
change in every proposal for reforming and restructuring schools (Guskey, 1994). As a 
result, collecting evidence to show that such programs do make a difference has become a 
requirement by law makers, funding agencies, and the public. IVleasuring student 
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learning has been emphasized instead of limiting evaluation to surveys of teachers' 
attitudes (Guskey & Sparl<s, 1991). 
Loucks (1987) conducted a survey of officials in fifty states and discovered that 
thirty-one states required that staff development plans be written by all public schools 
including an evaluation and updating component. Twenty-one states provided monetary 
and technical assistance for developing, implementing, or evaluating the programs. 
Twelve states were considering laws requiring written staff development plans at the 
school level. Twenty-three states had requirements for teachers to participate in staff 
development in order to be certified. She concluded that these results provided support 
for the premise that staff development is generally accepted as a means of educational 
change. Having once been simply an add-on or optional activity, staff development is 
now recognized as necessary for large and small scale reform (Loucks-Horsley, 1994). 
Focusing on deficits in teacher preparation is much less needed, while improving 
the schools as total learning communities based on new demands and rapid changes in 
curriculum and technology is now being emphasized (Dillon-Peterson, 1994). it is 
important that staff development continue to become part of larger conceptual 
frameworks. Fullan (1994) recognizes the need to pursue linkages among staff 
development, assessment, and human resource development in order to attain systemic 
reform. It must be "organically" connected to day-to-day work. He states that it is still 
too often seen as a frill. However, it is well known that staff development can make a 
substantial difference in the improvement of our schools through increasing the 
achievement and learning capabilities in our students (Showers, Joyce, & Bennett, 
1987). 
Systems Thinking 
Because educational leaders typically have not thought systemically, reform 
has been approached in a piecemeal fashion. (Sparks, 1994, p. 27) 
Systems thinking recognizes that even minor changes in one part of a system can 
significantly affect other parts of the system either positively or negatively. Attempts 
at improving one area may result in unintended consequences in another, although they 
may not appear for months or even years (Sparks, 1994). 
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The United States General Accounting Office (1993) found that there is currently 
a focus on the potential of systemwide reform to improve student learning and to achieve 
the National Education Goals. Their studies found five key interrelated system 
components to have the greatest influence on school improvement: 
1. establishment of goals or standards expected of all students, 
2. development of curricula linked directly to those standards, 
3. use of high-quality instructional materials appropriate to the curricula, 
4. institution of professional development programs [italics added] to 
enable teachers, administrators, and other school staff to understand the 
curricula and the most effective ways of instructing students, and 
5. creation and implementation of student assessment systems that are 
based directly on the curricula (p. 2). 
Legislation proposed in the 103rd Congress provides federal support for 
systemwide reform, it is strongly suggested that systemwide reform, designed to serve 
all students, promises improved student learning by linking components of the system 
and enabling school personnel to work together (USGAO, 1993). The Goals 2000: 
Educate America Act requires systemic change by providing total-systems support 
(fvlanatt, 1994). 
In addition to addressing the needs of the individuals within the organization, 
school districts must attend to the systems and processes of the whole district (Deming, 
1986). "Systems thinking is a discipline for seeing wholes," according to Peter Senge 
(1990). "It is a framework for seeing relationships rather than things, for seeing 
patterns of change rather than static 'snapshots"' (p. 68). Senge believes that systems 
thinking is needed today more than ever because of the overwhelming complexity in the 
world. He refers to it as the "fifth discipline" because it is "the cornerstone of how 
learning organizations think about their world" (p. 69). 
Continuous Quality Improvement 
History of Continuous Quality Improvement 
Continuous Quality Improvement (CQi), also known as Total Quality fvianagement 
(TQM), is a management philosophy gaining momentum in this country. This change in 
thinking, led by Dr. W. Edwards Deming, has affected American businesses, government. 
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and educational Institutions (Leonard, 1991; Brown, 1992). Our schools and many of 
our largest companies, such as General Motors, are becoming more and more aware of 
the threat of international competition (Holt, 1993). Literature on quality has exploded 
on the American scene over the past few years. All American efforts to Implement this 
philosophy are based to a considerable degree on the teachings and writings of Dr. W. 
Edwards Deming, Joseph M. Juran, Kaoru Ishlkawa, and GenichI Taguchi, who are 
credited with dramatic increases in Japanese quality management and performance 
(Krone, 1990). 
Deming, a Sioux City, Iowa, native, whose ideas were initially shunned by 
American Industry, rose to prominence in post-war Japan, where he was brought by 
General Douglas MacArthur as a consultant In 1947. There he taught the Japanese 
companies a statistical approach to quality control which he had learned from Walter 
Shewhart, his mentor at Bell Laboratories during the war. The Deming Prize for quality 
was established in 1951 by the Union of Japanese Scientists and Engineers (Holt, 
1 9 9 3 ) .  
After a 1981 NBC broadcast documenting the success of Japanese car mal<ers, 
Ford Motor Company invited the 80-year-old Deming to Detroit to meet thirty of their 
senior executives (Holt, January 1993). That meeting was the first of many over the 
next twelve years with the leaders of America's largest corporations. Although Dr. 
Deming passed away on December 20, 1993, at the age of 93, his ideas about quality 
will continue to live through the many books and articles they spawned. Recently 
published books on Total Quality Management would fill several bookshelves in the 
library, guiding managers to constant improvement and meeting or exceeding the needs 
of customers (Holusha, 1993). 
Total quality management is the generic term evolving from American industry's 
adoption of quality management programs similar to those in Japan. Because they utilize 
a systems approach, the word total was added. Many, including Dr. Deming, have not 
been enthusiastic about this term, but no alternative has replaced It (Krone, 1990). 
Deming often wrote and spoke of continuous improvement with the goal of quality, thus 
the term Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) used In this study. 
The concept of CQI has been catching the attention of CEO's and lop executives of 
manufacturing companies, service industries, health care and educational institutions, 
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and the federal government. In fact, the government has established the Federal Quality 
Institute to encourage the use of quality principles and methods and to provide training 
and consulting to federal agencies and departments (Hendricks & Triplett, 1989). 
School personnel are now starting to take a look at how Deming's philosophy can be 
implemented in the schools and what its effect might be upon all those involved in the 
educational process (Glasser, 1990; Lezotte, 1992; BonstingI, 1992; Holt, 1993; 
Bradley, 1993; Schenkat, 1993). 
Continuous Quality Improvement and school reform 
Transformation is required in government, industry, education. 
Management is in a stable state. Transformation is required to move 
out of the present state. The transformation required will be a change 
of state, metamorphosis, not mere patchwork on the present system of 
management. We must of course solve problems and stamp out fires as 
they occur, but these activities do not change the system. (W. Edwards 
Deming, 1989, in Walton, 1990, p. 11) 
Education has been at the forefront of the national agenda for over a decade: public 
dissatisfaction with the American educational system is becoming more apparent. 
Therefore, it seems natural to inquire whether that educational system should follow the 
lead of the private sector in pursuing quality improvement initiatives. 
With the passage of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act and the enactment of two 
new educational goals, there is now a clear imperative for U.S. schools to improve. How 
this improvement should be accomplished is the question. Minnesota Lt. Governor 
Joaneil Drystad told attendees at the Third Annual Partners for Quality National 
Governors' Conference in April of 1994 that individual, fragmented attempts at system 
repair have not succeeded, therefore the only answer is "fundamental, systematic 
transformation" (Rubach, 1994b, p. 94). Addressing more than 2000 teachers, 
administrators, students, policymakers, and business partners from 26 states, Finland, 
and Canada, she stated that schools need to accelerate local transformation efforts in 
order to meet the national goals by the year 2000 by deploying quality quickly. "By 
sharing and working together through the total quality systems approach, we can 
improve our nation's schools, provide better learning options to our students, and 
ensure a world-class work force" (Rubach, 1994b, p. 95). 
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Since the early 1980's, after seeing the impressive industrial successes of the 
Japanese, American business, government, and service organizations have begun to 
embrace the concepts of quality improvement. They too are experiencing success by 
redirecting their focus to serve the needs of their "customers" and using processes aimed 
at doing things right the first time. School leaders and reformers are now looking to 
these quality principles to help transform schools and the educational system so that 
their processes and results reflect the goals that have been set for them (Stampen, 
1987; Rhodes, 1990; Giasser, 1990; Moen, 1991; IVlelvin, 1991; fvleaney, 1991; 
Tribus, 1991; McLeod, 1991; Leonard, 1991; Glaub, 1991; LeZotte, 1992; Bradley, 
1993; Holt, Fall 1993; Schenkat, 1993; Tiegland, 1993). 
In the past four or five years, quality concepts have become part of "the lexicon 
of American education" (Sparks, 1992, p. 2). Dr. Deming's writings, and writings 
about him, have shown up prominently in numerous publications. In his wake, a 
multitude of consultants, of differing experience and expertise, have appeared carrying 
the quality message to schools. Such well-known educational journals as The School 
Administrator, Educationai Leadership, and Education Weel< have featured articles on 
this subject. At the American Association of School Administrators' (AASA) 1992 
convention, which is primarily attended by superintendents and central office 
administrators, there was so much interest that sessions on quality had standing room 
only (Sparks, 1992). 
Public Laws 103-227 (Goals 2000) require assessment data which should be 
turned into meaningful information contained in progress reports to students, parents, 
the community, and the state. Continuous Quality Improvement supports the growing 
consensus on educational change goals. According to Neuroth and associates (1992), this 
theory is compatible with educational reform themes and actually builds a case for their 
existence. Building responsive relationships with those who need schools is the main 
focus, along with providing a process for agreeing on standards which will satisfy and 
delight them. Teachers and students are freed to use their best judgment, based on a 
clear purpose used to hold individuals and teams accountable. Systems are then redefined 
so that people work freely with accountability. Students become active co-producers of 
knowledge as the new philosophy helps schools progress toward their goals by improving 
the work processes (Neuroth et al., 1992). 
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The American Association of School Administrators enlisted the expertise of Dr. 
Deming to help school leaders view the school transformation being called for by the 
year 2000 In a new way (Marx, 1991). in one conversation with AASA, Deming 
promoted several of his principles for education; 
1. that education can only be transformed one system at a time; 
2. that leaders must have a vision and must understand their system 
in order to put that vision into practice; 
3. that schools must expect and design for variation among children; and 
4. that the goal of education leaders should not be achieving numerical 
goals, but transforming school systems. (IVIarx, 1991, pp. 1-2) 
Teigland (1993) concludes that piecemeal Interventions In our current 
educational system have not increased the productivity of most schools. Recent 
evaluations show that educational improvement efforts of the 1980's have not resulted 
in any significant changes. He found that there Is a belief that our current system has 
reached its peak of effectiveness and efficiency and that a fundamental restructuring is 
therefore needed if significant improvements are to be made. 
For a school district to adopt any degree of quality improvement, some financial 
outlay is needed. One expense would, of course, be trainers or quality consultants who 
need to be compensated until staff members are trained to train others in the district. 
Another expense is for substitutes or compensation for the teachers receiving the 
training. It is possible to conduct training on a shoestring for a short time, but It won't 
last long or be of high quality. People and time are critical In our educational system. 
The problem comes when the staff needs training whiie the budget is shrinking (Bender, 
1994). 
Crawford Central School District In Meadvilie, Pennsylvania, near Pittsburgh is 
one district that decided to educate its staff on the potential benefits of quality 
improvement. It sent its first team to learn about quality concepts during the1989-90 
school year. Since that time, the district has chosen a number of quality projects to 
pursue each year. However, the district continues to have problems finding the optimal 
time for training teachers without disrupting their classrooms. Insufficient financial 
support is also a barrier for conducting training outside contract hours (Bender, 
1  9 9 4 ) .  
Constant exposure to CQI concepts Is a key to developing commitment In 
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employees. Crawford Central School District does not compel employees to pursue 
quality initiatives, but the administration of the district is committed to transforming it 
through continuous improvement. Although the district is experiencing some barriers, 
it is responding by using its available resources to focus on attainable objectives and a 
productive future through CQI (Bender, 1994). 
If meaningful school reform is to take place, it is apparent that there will need to 
be tremendous changes in the way schools do business. Public school leadership must 
also change. How will this be accomplished? The past successes of quality management 
in business and industry raise the possibility for applying CQI to education (Brown, 
1992; Teigland, 1993). Although Dr. Doming believed that people are an organization's 
greatest resource, he stated that approximately 85 percent of the problems are the fault 
of the system, not the Individual. It is important that leadership at the highest levels of 
the organization be provided for quality improvement to occur (Walton, 1986). School 
administrators need to look seriously at CQI as one option for bringing about needed 
change and improvement in our schools (Teigland, 1993). 
Profound improvements can be realized in U.S. national security and stability if 
industry, government, and education can implement CQI successfully (Krone & 
Crawford, 1985). "We've got to realize that education in America is a journey, not just 
a destination. We in academia collaborate, communicate, and coordinate among 
ourselves, and with industry and government, to build a network for continual 
improvement of our institutions, our education, and our nation" (Tompkins, 1990, p. 
3 6 ) .  
Dennis Sparks (1992) tells us that it is not just a matter of the quality of an 
innovation that determines whether it will be perceived as a fad or a change of long-term 
value. We all know of good ideas and practices which have been ignored both in and 
outside education. The quality of the implementation process is the critical element. He 
believes that we must apply the lessons of quality improvement learned in the past 
twenty years to the innovation and change needed in our schools. 
Basic principles of CQI 
According to Neuroth and associates (1992), three basic principles form the 
foundation for Continuous Quality Improvement: 
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1. Systems Thinking - Agreeing witli Senge and others, Deming believed that we 
must understand the whole to which any part belongs. It is dangerous to break things 
down and just focus on parts unless we also consider the whole. Understanding the 
interrelationships in the system is critical to the organization's survival and success. 
In education, different schools will construct their own pictures of the system that are 
most useful to them. 
2. Management by Data • Choices and decisions must be based on real world data 
and objective criteria when an improvement is needed. Understanding the theory of 
variation, documenting systems to control variation, and empowering workers to make 
decisions are necessary for an organization to deliver what the customer needs. In 
schools, teachers and students are accountable for making decisions to help the system 
deliver according to its current capability. 
3. Continuous Improvement - We must find ways to constantly respond to new 
conditions. The connection to school reform is an obvious one. As discussed above, school 
improvement will always be needed. It seems only prudent that we study Deming's 
teachings to see what we can adopt and adapt in our efforts to transform schools. As 
Senge (1990) points out, "the need for understanding how organizations learn and 
accelerating that learning is greater today than ever before" (p. 8). 
CQI differs from traditional management in many ways. Teigland (1993) lists 
several key differences found in the literature: (1) traditional management focuses on 
its own requirements, CQI on the customer; (2) in CQI there is a belief that profits 
follow quality; in traditional management, profits are the first responsibility; (3) CQI 
sees quality as having many dimensions and is oriented toward the customer; traditional 
management views quality as a single dimension; (4) CQI helps every employee find 
improvements in their work; traditional management's belief is that workers should 
work and managers should manage: and (5) CQI improves process quality with a long-
term, process-oriented approach, while short-term, results-oriented gains concern 
traditional management (p. 73). 
Another key component of CQI is maintaining a constant focus on the needs of the 
customer, and of defining quality related to those needs. Customers may be internal or 
external, but all workers have customers who need and receive the products that 
individual produces (Deming, 1986; Hendricks & Triplett, 1989; BonstingI, 1992a; 
I 
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Neuroth et al., 1992; Bradley, 1993; Telgland, 1993). 
1. Establish constancy of purpose. 
2. Adopt the new philosophy. 
3. Cease dependence on mass inspection to achieve quality. 
4. End the practice of awarding business on the basis of price fag. 
5. Improve constantly and forever the system of production and service. 
6. Institute training on the job. 
7. Institute leadership. 
8. Drive out fear. 
9. Break down barriers between departments. 
10. Eliminate slogans, exhortations, and targets for the work force. 
11a. Eliminate work standards (quotas). Substitute leadership. 
11b. Eliminate management by objectives. Substitute leadership. 
12a. Remove barriers that rob the worker of pride in workmanship. 
12b. Remove barriers that rob people in management of pride of workmanship. 
13. Institute a vigorous program of education and self-improvement. 
1 4 .  P u t  e v e r y b o d y  i n  t h e  c o m p a n y  t o  w o r k  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  t h e  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n .  
Figure 3. Deming's 14 points (Deming, 1986, pp. 23-24) 
Fundamental systemic changes in an organization's culture are called for in 
Dr. Deming's approach to quality improvement. His fourteen points (Figure 3) taken 
together, summarize his philosophy of management in small as well as large 
organizations (Deming, 1986; Holt, 1993a: Holt, 1993b). These points have been 
continually reviewed and updated through his many seminars (Holt, 1993b), therefore 
many versions exist. Since Deming first espoused these fourteen points, many writers 
have attempted to elaborate upon them and to translate them into usable formats. In 
recent years, a number of educators have come forth to aid our understanding of how 
these principles relate to our field (Leonard, 1991; Blankstein, 1992; Holt, 1993b; 
Schmoker & Wilson, 1993; Bradley, 1993; Schenkat, 1993). Some of these 
interpretations, as might be expected, have held conflicting views on key points. It is 
therefore necessary to become familiar with those who have studied and worked with 
Deming intensively if we wish to discover CQI's applications for schools and education. 
Figure 4 shows one interpretation of Deming's 14 points for education. 
fvlost Quality experts seem to agree that these fourteen points would have little 
meaning outside the context of his concept of Profound Knowledge (Rhodes, 1990). The 
four components of Deming's Profound Knowledge are statements which apply to any type 
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of organization (Brown, 1992), cause us to grappie with the complexities of life 
(Schenl<at, 1990), and challenge prevailing mental models (Rhodes, 1990). According 
1. Create constancy of purpose toward improvement of the entire school system and 
its services. 
2. Adopt the new philosophy: we are in a new economic age. 
3. Cease dependence on tests and grades to measure quality. 
4. Cease dependence on price tag when selecting curricula, texts, equipment, and 
supplies for the school. 
5. Improve constantly and forever every process for planning, teaching, learning, 
and service. 
6. institute more thorough, job-related training. 
7. institute leadership (management of people). 
8. Drive out fear. 
9. Break down barriers between groups in the school system. 
10. Eliminate the use of goals, targets, and slogans to encourage performance. 
11. Closely examine the impact of teaching standards and the system of grading 
student performance. 
12. Remove barriers that rob staff and administrators of pride of workmanship and 
rob students of the Joy of learning. 
13. Institute a vigorous program of education and self-improvement for everyone in 
the system. 
14. Plan and take action to accomplish the transformation. 
Figure 4. Restatement of Deming's 14 Points as "14 Obligations for the Board of 
Education and Administration" (Leonard, 1990, p. 6) 
to Deming (1991), "Hard work and best efforts, put forth without guidance of profound 
knowledge, leads [sic] to ruin in the world that we are in today. The is no substitute for 
knowledge" (p. 10). 
Deming (1991) describes the four related parts thusly: 
A. Appreciation for a system - defined as a "series of functions within an 
organization that work together for the aim of the organization" (p. 13). He stated that 
there is interdependence between components in almost any system, and that management 
must understand the inter-relationships between these components. Everyone must 
understand the aim of the system. "Without an aim, there is no system" (p. 13). A 
second component of systematic thinking is "optimization" which means that everyone in 
the organization must benefit (Deming, 1991). 
B. Theory of variation (statistical theory) - includes understanding of special 
and common causes of variation, stable and unstable processes, and the distinction 
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between enumerative studies and analytical problems (Deming, 1991). Educators can 
use this understanding of variation to work toward quality while dealing with individual 
differences (Bradley, 1993). 
C. Theory of Knowledge - involves prediction about performance, interpretation 
of data, questioning, communication, and measurement procedures (Deming, 1991). 
Prediction and long-term perspective are necessary for schools to succeed in the future 
(Bradley, 1993). 
D. Knowledge of Psychology • helps us understand people and interactions 
between them. People are different and learn In different ways. They may be rewarded 
by intrinsic motivation, extrinsic, or overjustification. fvlanagement must worl< to 
increase intrinsic rewards so there will be joy in work and in learning (Deming, 
1991). School leaders must use this knowledge to tap Into the potential of the 
individuals in the organization (Bradley, 1993). 
These four beliefs are credited with changing the economy of Japan over the past 
40 years to the competitive system it Is today (Walton, 1986; Meivin, 1991). Some 
experts believe that Deming's profound knowledge helps us understand how things are 
connected in a fragmented world, supports individual human growth in organizations, 
and facilitates asking the right questions as we attempt to restructure schools (Rhodes, 
1993). CQI creates learning organizations which think of work as learning. As CQI is 
internalized in organizations, every person learns ways to continually improve In what 
s/he does. For this reason, many organizations make substantial investments in 
employee education (Neuroth et al., 1992). 
Teigland (1993), after a thorough review of the literature, lists attributes 
which are common in organizations which have successfully implemented quality 
management: (1) a high degree of enthusiasm and empowerment of employees, (2) total 
commitment by top management, (3) total commitment throughout the organization, 
(4) implementation strategies focused across the whole organization, (5) the 
implementation process managed by a cross-functional quality team, (6) recognition of 
the significance and enormity of the task from the beginning, (7) allocation of 
appropriate funds to ensure success, (8) appointment of full-time, long-term 
facilitators, (9) well-developed communication lines, (10) a true team concept, 
(11) established and accessible measurement systems, (12) involvement of employees 
in developing the measurement systems, (13) a vision of quaiity throughout the 
organization, (14) understanding of quality processes throughout the organization, and 
(15) motivation to change within the organization (pp. 71-72). 
Continuous Quality Improvement is not concerned with finding defects in quality 
after the fact, but with planning and preventing defects. CQI means doing things right the 
first time, identifying potential problems and reducing deficiencies are encouraged. 
Constant attention, persistence and a proactive attitude are required as performance 
standards are adjusted frequently. Rewards rather than criticism or punishment must 
be provided to motivate employees to identify problems and inform management about 
them (Hendricks & Tripiett, 1989). 
CQI improves the entire organization by enhancing quality through well-defined 
processes. It changes the way the business world does business, manages, and conducts 
its daily life. It is a proven method of infusing quality and customer service into the 
organization, developing happier and more productive employees, and creating 
innovation in its products (Hendricks & Tripiett, 1989). 
The Malcolm Baldrige Award 
The fvlalcoim Baidrige National Quality Award has recently had a great influence 
on the quality transformation in U.S. industry. This award, first given in 1989 at the 
direction of Congress, honors up to six companies yeariy which exempiify excelience and 
continuous improvement (Neuroth, 1992; Schenkat, 1993). It provides a nationally 
accepted set of criteria for evaluating the extent to which a company has implemented 
quaiity management in the U.S. Altany (1992) calls the criteria a "virtual blueprint 
for business success" (p. 49). The criteria act as guidelines for defining the quality 
philosophy. The best thinking of the major "gurus" in the quality world is embodied in 
them (Altany, 1992). Recent winners include Motorola, Florida Power and Light, and 
Xerox (Krone, 1990). "Suddenly, everybody wants a fvlalcoim Baidrige National Quaiity 
Award, Given the formidable strength of our overseas competitors, the scramble toward 
quality is not only timely but vitai" (Kaufman, 1991, p. 51). The seven criteria used 
in rating performance and quality each year and their application for schools are listed 
in Figure 5. 
State-level awards are now being developed by many states based on the highly 
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1. Leadership - the role of top school district officials is described to make it 
more supportive of individual efforts to serve customers better. 
2. Information and Analysis • data is continuously supplied and examined for 
planning, developing people, improving the performance of the workers. 
3. Strategic Quality Planning - practical long- and short-term goals are set 
based upon the expectations of customers and information about current methods and 
capabilities. 
4. Human Resource Development -data is used to improve individuals' abilities 
to do quality work by helping them get what they need to do the job better. 
5. Management of Quality Process - work processes such as teaching and 
learning, business support services, and management of suppliers are examined. 
6. Quality and Operational Results : key indicators developed by strategic 
planning are tracked. 
7. Customer Focus and Satisfaction - the district's relationships with customers 
and customer satisfaction are examined. 
Figure 5. The fvlalcoim Baldrige Award Criteria (Neuroth et al., 1992, pp. 27-28.) 
rigorous Baldrige criteria. The Minnesota Council for Quality patterned its Minnesota 
Quality Award (MQA) after the Baldrige Award. In that state, quality improvement 
programs have been established by 43 percent of the companies employing 50 or 
morepeople. The benefits of the criteria in planning, the learning during the application 
process, and the feedback received are motivating for these businesses. The criteria are 
used by Aliant Techsystems in Minnesota for corporate planning (Schenkat, 1993). 
Minnesota Lt. Governor Drystad stated that there is hope for transforming 
educational systems using a Baldrige type of quality assessment (Rubach, 1994b). The 
Minnesota Council for Quality believes strongly in the application of CQI ideas to schools. 
The Minnesota award processes were determined to be appropriate and helpful to 
elementary and secondary schools, as well as institutions of higher learning by 
participants in a pilot process involving 16 educational institutions. Results of such an 
education award could include the sharing of a common language, format, and pool of 
examiners with manufacturing, service, and small business categories. School districts 
became eligible to apply for this award in the 1993-94 school year. Other states are 
also initiating similar efforts (Schenkat, 1933). 
Because of the effectiveness of the Baldrige Award, school leaders are being 
encouraged by business to develop a similar award as an offshoot (Schenkat, 1993). The 
behaviors described in the seven criteria exist in all organizations accomplishing 
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quality results. All the interlocking pieces of a quality system are identified through 
these criteria (Neuroth et ai., 1992). It is not difficult to see how each of these pieces 
can be applied to school districts and to teaching and learning as they are to Deming's 
philosophy. 
Use of a business model 
Why should schools use a business approach to transform education? There are 
detractors who feel that a business model should not be applied to education (BonstlngI, 
1993; Kohn, 1993a: Kohn, 1993b). Holt (1993a) addresses the question of what a 
business proposal has to offer schools. While he admits that attempts to ilnl< business 
and schooling may direct us away from our purposes of developing the mind and toward 
training for skills, he points out that the marketplace demands vigorous minds that can 
create new solutions to our problems. Although we must be careful in our collaborations 
with business, we can benefit from each other if we have mutual respect. Since there is 
now increasing awareness that school improvement will require fundamental changes, 
we may find some surprising parallels in Deming's experiences with businesses. 
Borrowing Ideas from the business world might be beneficial If schools recognize that 
they will need to be reinterpreted for educational use. 
Schenkat (1993) also discusses the use of a business model in educational 
reform. He believes that Continuous Quality Improvement can give the teaching 
profession some needed dignity and rigor; it can guide the transformation of our 
workplace and indeed the transformation of education as it becomes a better learning 
environment. In addition, businesses are looking for graduates with well-rounded 
educations, of which knowledge of CQI is a valued part. Unions are also incorporating 
many of the principles of the qualify movement. And finally, CQI provides for us a 
planning structure which could serve as an umbrella for many Innovations being 
developed in education today. He fears that an opportunity to professionalize our 
education system will be missed. Some of the ideas CQI has to offer include self-
regulated learning, construction of knowledge, and self-efflcacy-keys to empowering 
workers. Schenkat believes that "alive learning organizations are much better 
environments to foster the talents of educators and bring joy to their work" (p. 65), and 
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that Deming's ideas on quality can create the conditions for nurturing learning 
organizations. 
Rhodes (1990) lists some of Deming's ideas that have application in the school 
improvement process: (1) Humans want their actions to be meaningful and have an 
effect on the world around them. (2) Organizations are connected systems requiring 
management of those connections. (3) Management and workers are both trapped in 
• processes they feel unable to change. Deming's philosophy offers a different way of 
looking at education and dealing with what we see. (pp. 32 & 34). 
Teigland (1993) concludes that the past success of quality improvement in 
business, Industry, and the private sectors suggests possibilities for applying It to 
education. Some of the latest trends in school-based management such as strategic 
planning, effective schools, and school improvement theories blend well with the CQI 
philosophy. He states that Deming's concept of "customer" Is not new in educational 
administration professional literature, however determining who is the customer may 
be more difficult than in business. Educators may have many customers including 
students, parents, school board members, the community, and businesses. Students may 
be viewed as the targets, if not the customers, of education. Louis and Miles (1990) see 
students as the customers whose needs must be met by schools. 
According to BonstingI (1992a), "a customer-supplier focus" is an essential 
element in total quality education. Students will benefit from the learning processes 
offered in their schools when educators work with parent-family suppliers. Customers 
both inside and outside the system must receive attention by school boards, 
administrators, and teachers. 
Studies which have compared Deming's ideas to the effective schools research 
have shown that both offer similar guidelines (MacKenzie, 1983; Purkey & Smith, 
1983, 1985). Many management strategies like strategic planning and site-based 
management are being found by school practitioners to be enhanced by CQI processes 
(Tribus, 1990; Meaney, 1991; Mcleod, 1991; Melvin, 1991; Teigland, 1993). 
Many quality principles seem to be basic for educators. Beliefs about what motivates 
people and how they learn are at the foundation of CQI. Quality management principles 
allow educators to change their processes, policies, and practices to align them with 
their professional beliefs and values. CQI is based on the belief that people are already 
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doing their best and need a work setting that helps them to be more successful (Telgland, 
1  9 9 3 ) .  
Deming himself (1986), made "no distinction between manufacturing and 
service industries. The service industries include government service, among which are 
education and the mail. All industries, manufacturing and service, are subject to the 
same principles of management" (p. xi). Deming's Ideas are deserving of educators' 
serious consideration, according to Stampen (1987), who believes that this approach to 
Improving quality in Industry Is very adaptable In education. Attempting to translate 
business terms such as customer, supplier, and product into education may give us new 
insights to help us understand schooling's complex processes (Rhodes, 1992). 
Quality Progress published its Fourth Annual Quality in Education Listing In 
September of 1994. The directory, which includes institutions that are implementing 
either quality improvement practices in their administrations or quality-related 
courses in their curriculums or both, shows an all-time high of 415 Institutions. The 
total represents a 43.1 percent increase from 1993 when 290 schools were listed. 
K-12 school districts showed steady growth. Increasing from 105 In 1993 to 135 in 
1994. Seventy-one percent of the 135 districts responding have business partnerships 
supporting their quality Improvement efforts. Ninety-two percent use quality 
Improvement practices In administration, 55 percent in their teaching methods, and 47 
percent In their curricula (Rubach, 1994). 
Byrnes and associates (1992) think of quality as a way of llfe-a belief system 
insisting that we improve and grow. They also consider quality as a measure which can 
be applied widely. Schools must believe that everyone can achieve some measure of 
excellence, given adequate time and support. Continuous Quality improvement provides 
all teachers and students opportunities to achieve success which has not previously been 
realized. The encouragement of teamwork and collaboration is one of the reasons that CQI 
works. According to Holt (1993), "Demlngism" can cause far more significant 
improvements in school quality than some of the outmoded national recommendations 
currently being proposed. He states that Deming's concern with change is not an end in 
itself, but a way of bringing about improvement-linking theory with practice in order 
to make good decisions. 
The purpose of education should be to help students develop the desire and skills 
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to become continuous learners and find joy in learning (Moen, 1991). All students need 
to learn certain skills and knowledge which must be selected based on the society in 
which they will live. Their learning must be ongoing, as they learn how to learn. To 
improve the quality of our students' learning, education and training for teachers and 
administrators are vital. Knowledge is required for all organizations to improve their 
products and services. "Improvement in quality will be the result of people learning" 
(p. 12). Schools, like all other organizations, must give every employee opportunities 
for training, education, and self-improvement in order to achieve their goals. 
Holt (1993b) attended one of Dr. Deming's last seminars, sponsored by General 
Motors, in March of 1993. He gives us some insights into some of Deming's later 
thoughts. He tells us that teaching and learning were very important to Dr. Deming. As 
he admonished the top people at General Motors that their job was to teach, he also 
applied his thinking to education: "In school, there's no shortage of winners. But we 
need the right system to find them and nourish them" (p. 330). BonstingI (1992b) 
sums up the thinking of many educators about CQI with these words, "the Quality 
movement can help us prepare young people to succeed as future leaders in developing a 
more democratic, humane way of thinking and acting in every aspect of their lives" 
(p. 66). 
CQI insists that the first responsibility of management is to establish and hold a 
clearly defined purpose or vision, and it provides practical tools for leaders to do that 
(Neuroth et al., 1992). Staff development leader Dennis Sparks, too, encourages us to 
heed the advice of those involved in "total quality" efforts in business and education. 
Districts must pay attention to those they serve including students, parents, community 
members, and employees. They must engage in continuous improvement and gather data 
to assess their progress (Sparks, 1994). 
Staff Development and Continuous Quality Improvement 
We now understand that the only way we can ensure our own growth is by 
helping others to grow; the only way to maximize our own potentials is by 
helping others to improve little by little, day by day. (BonstingI, 1992a, p. 5) 
Training, or staff development, has long been recognized as a key element in 
public school management (Hunter, 1990; Leithwood, 1990; Louis & Miles, 1990; 
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Shanker, 1990; Glickman, 1991; Teigland, 1993). Hunter (1990) stated, "A final 
criterion of a profession is that its practitioners never stop learning belter ways of 
providing service for their clients" (p. xii). Shanker (1990) asserts that the staff 
development must be an ongoing, continuous part of the school's mission. The 
improvement of practice is a legitimate expenditure of teachers' time. 
According to Sparks (1992), staff developers have long advocated many of the 
ideas supported by CQI Including continuous improvement, a view of change focusing on 
the system as well as the individual, the need for strong support from the leader, using 
data to improve performance, the importance of teamwork, the need for establishing 
trust, and the limitations of employee evaluations. He believes that CQI will heighten the 
need to develop group process skills In all employees. Listening skills, conflict 
resolution strategies, and approaches for seeking consensus will become more 
important. 
There are usually two processes involved in adult learnlng--trainlng and 
education. Training is a process for learning programmed behaviors and applying 
knowledge and procedures to guide work-related behaviors. The emphasis is on 
acquiring skills and methods to improve ability to perform on the job (Rebore, 1991). 
On the other hand, education is the process of helping people understand and interpret 
the knowledge they have gained. They learn reasoning processes, not just facts, and gain 
the ability to analyze relationships between variables (Rebore, 1991). 
Two of Demlng's fourteen points are particularly applicable to professional 
development. Points 6 and 13 deal with the training and education of all employees. 
Leonard (1991) tells us that education for our school leaders has no substitute as we 
attempt to Increase the quality of our schools. Deming (1991) believed that we are all 
born with a "natural Inclination to learn and to be innovative" (p. 24). Senge (1990) 
sums up this inclination in this way: 
Human beings are designed for learning. No one has to teach an infant to 
walk, or talk, or master the spatial relationships needed to stack eight 
building blocks that don't topple. Children come fully equipped with an 
insatiable drive to explore and experiment. Undoubtedly, the primary 
institutions of our society are oriented predominantly toward controlling 
rather than learning, rewarding individuals for performing for others 
rather than for cultivating their natural curiosity and impulse to learn. 
The young child entering school discovers quickly that the name of the 
game is getting the right answer and avoiding mistakes--a mandate no 
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less compelling to the aspiring manager, (p. 7) 
Points 6 and 13 are obviously related but different in their scope. Point 6 
focuses on training employees in the skills and knowledge needed to do a specific job or 
task, aiming to help the trainee perform better in the job. This training not only 
involves instruction in how to do the work, but in its importance and how it fits into the 
bigger picture (Tveite, 1989). Deming (1986) noted an important distinction, stating 
that point number 6 deals with the foundations for training management and new 
employees. He insisted that training should be totally reconstructed. Knowledge of the 
way people learn is essential. Our co-workers cannot adequately train us to do our jobs 
because they did not receive proper training. 
Lezotte (1992) ties point number 6 to the Effective Schools proposition that "all 
children can learn" and extends that idea to the adults in the schools. He believes that in 
order to change the outcomes of education, we must change what teachers and 
administrators know, and do it in a coordinated way. According to Lezotte, districts must 
make staff development a major priority. In order for schools to change, our leaders 
must invest in staff development at a higher level than ever before. New teachers need to 
learn about the school's culture and expectations, how to set goals, to teach effectively, 
and to self-evaluate (Lezotte, 1992). They must also teach their students more 
effective ways to produce quality work (BonstingI, 1992). 
Leonard (1991) stresses that it is management's job to create and manage the 
training for school personnel. One aim of this training should be to reduce variation in 
teaching methods, while keeping in mind the different ways people learn. Unless 
everyone receives adequate training, quality will not become a reality (Byrnes et al., 
1992). Bradley (1993) reminds us that educators call this process inservice training, 
which has typically been extracurricular in nature. Conducting training after school or 
on weekends reduces its effectiveness seriously. He notes that our most significant 
resource, teacher expertise, is not given sufficient time to be developed in depth. Our 
people and financial resources must be concentrated at the teaching level to make 
scheduled, flexible, or variable periods of time available. 
Conversely, point 13 deals with continued education and self-improvement for 
everyone (Deming, 1986). It stresses the importance of educating workers in any 
subject. The intention is to stimulate employees and help them think innovatively about 
6 1  
ways to improve themselves and the company. Building their self-esteem and confidence 
in order for them to become more valuable employees is an important goal. The aim of 
both points is to help people improve personally and in their abilities to do the job. 
School leaders use this training and education as tools for helping employees grow 
(Tveite, 1989). 
In principle 13, Deming (1986) tells us that organizations don't just need good 
people, they need people who are improving through education. Every field has plenty of 
good people but a shortage of people who have high levels of knowledge. He emphasizes 
that the promise of reimbursement and receiving training directed toward immediate 
needs may not be critical elements. f\/lore important than money, people need to feel they 
are continually adding something to society. New learning and education are essential for 
everyone including management. 
Lezotte (1992) agrees that this self-improvement must be for everyone, He 
tells us that of the teachers and administrators who will be in our schools in the year 
2000, two-thirds are already on the payroll today. Therefore, to make a difference in 
quality then, a massive investment in professional development is necessary now. The 
Effective Schools movement suggests that for change to occur, staff development must 
help teachers become more involved in decision making and problem solving. Although it 
is not uncommon for businesses to spend seven to ten percent of their budgets for 
employee renewal in order to stay competitive, most school districts spend less than two 
percent. Lezotte warns that unless local and state leaders are willing to invest in 
improved quality through continuing education, teachers will keep doing things the way 
they've always done them. 
School employees must see themselves as constantly improving in order to 
believe that their organization is constantly improving. Because education is a service 
industry, there is no improvement we can make that is more important than 
improvement in the people who deliver those services (Bradley, 1993). Deming's 
theory of profound knowledge, discussed above, is particularly significant in the 
education/improvement component of quality management, exemplified in point 13. 
According to Bradley, companies have spent too much time teaching strategies and not 
enough on the implications of knowledge. What better organization is there than the 
schools to study ways that in-depth knowledge can help us to make things better for 
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everyone. Since we are dealing with adult learners, schools must understand adult 
learning processes in order to increase profound knowledge. 
Senge (1990) confirms Deming's philosophy for use in school settings stating 
that "leaders in learning organizations are responsible for building organizations where 
people are continually expanding their capabilities to shape their future-that is, 
leaders are responsible for learning" (p, 9). He stresses that leaders must be 
teachers, helping everyone in the organization, including themselves, to grow in their 
understanding of current knowledge. They must be coaches, guides, and facilitators. The 
Japanese have a saying that "quality begins and ends with education" (Scholtes & 
Hacquebord, 1988, p. 47). However unless the learning is planned, coordinated, and 
supported by top management, it may be wasted. 
The promise of the quality improvement philosophy is to enhance and to 
improve the schooling provided to learners across this country. No task 
is more significant or important for school boards than that of improving 
the quality of teaching and learning steadily over time. At the same time, 
no task is more elusive, confusing, or difficult to grasp. Schools are 
burdened with diminishing resources, rapidly changing clientele, rising 
public expectations, and, occasionally, ineffective tools and leadership. 
(Poston, 1994, p. xi) 
As school districts in this country attempt to implement the basic principles of 
CQl, staff development seems to be a good starting place. Guskey (1994b) reminds us 
that the many innovations being implemented in education today must not be viewed as 
isolated fads, but as integrated parts of the whole reform effort. According to Sparks 
(1994), the shape of our nation's schools and their staff development programs is being 
altered by three powerful new ideas: 1) results-driven education, 2) constructivism, 
and 3) systems thinking-recognizing the interdependent relationships among the parts 
of the organization. Systems thinkers see how all of the system's parts influence each 
other by supporting or hindering improvement. 
Experts agree that the improvement of schools is a systematic process (Fullan, 
1982). Recognizing that changing one part of the system affects all others is part of the 
ecological approach. As a result, staff development both influences and is influenced by 
its organizational context. Therefore, the models which have been discussed will make 
more or less of an impact depending on the features of the organization in which they 
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take place. A systematic view of a comprehensive staff development program is needed at 
the district level. Studies are also needed of what activities at the individual, school, and 
district level look like, from the individual teacher's point of view as well as the overall 
coordination view (Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989). 
Summary 
This review of the literature included five areas: (1) Educational Change, 
(2) Staff Development, (3) Systems Thinking, (4) Continuous Quality Improvement, 
(5) Staff Development and Continuous Quality Improvement. The literature provided 
evidence that staff development and school improvement go hand in hand. It also 
supported the use of the Continuous Quality Improvement philosophy for restructuring 
schools. Combining the two could have profound results for school reform. 
This study examines teachers' perceptions of their district staff development 
programs and their relationship to perceptions of district quality management in Iowa 
school districts. Do districts which are perceived to have more effective staff 
development programs also rate high in overall district quality management? What 
components of district management are more affected by staff development? These are 
questions which need to be answered as schools attempt to meet the goal of raising 
achievement for all students. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the methods and procedures used in 
conducting this study, it is divided into the foiiowing sections: (1) Procedures of the 
Study, (2) Popuiation of the Study, (3) Research Design and Variables of the Study, 
(4) Development of the Instrument, (5) Procedures for Data Collection, and (6) 
Statistical Analysis of the Data. 
Procedures of the Study 
The following procedures were followed in conducting this study: 
1. A review of the relevant literature was performed and the problem of the study 
was formulated. 
2. Stakeholders in forty-four school districts were identified as the population for 
the study using information supplied by doctoral students at Iowa State University. 
3. Two surveys were developed. The Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
(PQAl) is based on the seven criteria of the Malcolm Baldrige Award. The District 
Staff Development Questionnaire (DSDQ) uses critical elements mentioned in the 
staff development literature as well as those suggested by professionals in the field. 
4. Two advisory panels were identified to validate the instruments. 
5. Both instruments were modified based on the suggestions of the panels. 
6. Approval was sought and obtained from the Iowa State University Committee on the 
Use of Human Subjects in Research. 
7. Packets containing both instruments were delivered to the participating districts 
for distribution to the subjects specified in the directions. 
8. Phone calls were made after four weeks to assure a reasonable return rate. 
9. The data were coded and analyzed using the Excel, Statview, and SPSS statistical 
programs. 
10. Conclusions were drawn and the final report written which was then presented to 
the researcher's Program of Study committee for final approval. 
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Population of the Study 
The target population of this study was identified before the questionnaires were 
written so that questions could be framed with the respondents in mind (Borg & Gail, 
1989). Forty-four of Iowa's 362 districts were identified and selected to participate in 
the study by a graduate seminar group in quality management. Participation was 
voluntary on the part of each district. The districts selected were representative of the 
state as a whole in size and geographic distribution. Agreement to cooperate in the study 
was received from the superintendent of each district by phone in order to increase the 
response rate. Instruments were delivered to the superintendents' offices for distribution 
to respondents. The superintendents were asked to have their board secretaries select the 
respondents randomly and distribute the surveys. The Perceived Quality Assessment 
instrument (PQAi) was to be completed by the superintendent, ail board members, two 
administrators, five teachers, three support personnel, and two high school students for a 
total of 720 possible respondents in the 44 districts. The District Staff Development 
Questionnaire (DSDQ) was to be filled out by six teachers (different from those 
completing the first instrument) selected at random by the board secretary from varying 
instructional levels. The total possible was 264. 
Research Design and Variables of the Study 
A survey design was used to answer the research questions. The first Instrument 
(PQAI) consisted of two parts: Part 1 - Demographic Information, and Part II - Rating of 
School System Quality Components. The second instrument (DSDQ) was composed of thirty 
components of staff development programs drawn from research literature. The dependent 
variable was the ratio (quality effectiveness index) between current and Ideal perceptions 
of quality management in each district, including the seven subscales: Leadership, 
Information and Analysis, Strategic Quality Planning, Human Resource Development and 
Management, Management of Process Quality, Quality and Qperatlonal Results, Client Focus 
and Satisfaction. The independent variable of the study was the perception of quality of the 
districts' staff development programs. The subscale areas and demographic variables of 
the PQAI are shown in Table 1. 
I 
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Table 1. Subscale areas and demographic variables of the PQAI 
Quality Components Demographic Information 
Leadership 
Information and Analysis 
Strategic Quality Planning 
Human Resource Development and Management 
Management of Process Quality 
Quality and Operational Results 
Client Focus and Satisfaction 
Position 
Home Annual Income 
Gender 
figs 
Level of Education 
Years Experience in Job 
Development of the Instruments 
Use of the questionnaire in educational research can be very valuable if carefully 
planned and developed (Borg & Gall, 1989). Two questionnaire surveys were developed 
for use In this study. The first, School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
(Poston & Bax, 1994, see Appendix A), is based upon the seven dimensions of the Malcolm 
Baldrige Award: Leadership, Information and Analysis, Strategic Quality Planning, Human 
Resource Development and Management, Management of Process Quality, Quality and 
Operational Results, and Client Focus and Satisfaction. Six to eight Items were included in 
each category with statements addressing the operations and policies of school districts. 
Respondents were asked to judge their current situation and the desired or ideal situation 
in their school system for each item using a LIkert scale (Borg & Gall, 1989) of five 
possible responses for each (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly 
Agree). Demographic Items were included (position, income, gender, age, level of 
education, and years of experience in current or similar job) to aid In possible statistical 
breakdowns of the groups. Neuroth et al. (1993) state that the self-assessment tool can 
be thought of as an aerial view of territory to be explored. By plotting a district's current 
location on this map, educational leaders can see what there is to be learned next. 
The District Staff Developmental Questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed by the 
researcher after reviewing staff development literature in the areas of (1) planning 
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(Wood et al., 1982; Fullan, 1985; Joyce & Showers, 1988; Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 
1989; Senge, 1990; Rebore, 1991; Guskey, 1994b; McBride et al., 1994, Sparks & 
Vaughn, 1994), (2) administrative support (Sparks, 1983; Showers, 1985; Wade, 
1985; Loucks-Horsley et al., 1987; Fullan, 1991; Rebore, 1991; McBride et al., 
1994), (3) delivery (Wood et al., 1982; Joyce, Hersh, & McKlbbin, 1983; Sparks, 
1983; Sparks, 1985; Joyce, 1986; Bennett, 1987; Showers, Joyce & Bennett, 1987; 
Joyce & Showers, 1988; Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 1989; Paul, 1990; Senge, 1990; 
Bates & StachowskI, 1991; Rebore, 1991; Guskey, 1994; Sparks & Vaughn, 1994), (4) 
follow up (Joyce & Showers, 1988; Rebore, 1991; Wood & Thompson, 1993; Sparks & 
Vaughn, 1994), and (5) evaluation (Sparks, 1983; Oriich, 1983; Guskey & Sparks, 
1991; Rebore, 1991; Templeman & Peters, 1992; Sparks, 1993). Fortunately, a great 
deal is known today from research and exemplary practice about good staff development 
which can aid in our improvement efforts (Sparks & Vaughn, 1994; (\/lcBride et al., 
1  9 9 4 ) .  
Borg and Gail (1989) report that specific behaviors can be predicted from attitude 
measures about those behaviors, therefore a LIkert-type scale of five possible responses 
for each item was again used: Almost Never, Occasionally, Don't Know, Frequently, Almost 
Always (Tesh, 1992; Knudsen, 1993). The third response. Don't Know, was considered to 
be equivalent to similar responses such as uncertain and undecided used in other Likert 
scales in the literature (Mueller, 1986). Questions posed in closed form aid in the 
efficient quantification and analysis of results (Borg & Gall, 1989). Two items-number 
6 ("Some staff development topics are mandated by the district") and number 11 (The 
length of most district staff development sessions is one day or less")"Were purposely 
stated in reverse form, that is, with the most likely response being Almost Never. This 
was done for two reasons: (1) so that all statements would be written in similar 
(positive) format (Borg & Gall, 1989), and (2) so that respondents would not feei that 
every answer should be marked Almost Always to be "correct." When the data were 
recorded, the scales for items 6 and 11 were reversed to aid in comparison with other 
items. The length of the items and the length of the questionnaire itself were kept as short 
as possible for ease in understanding and increased chance of the instruments being 
returned (Borg & Gall, 1989). 
Both instruments were validated by separate advisory panels, the first by thirteen 
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superintendents, university professors, or university officials with an understanding of 
quality processes (Appendix C), the second by ten staff development professionals 
recognized throughout the state and nation as very knowledgeable in this field (Appendix 
D). The panels were asked to assure that each item accurately reflects the concepts 
purported to be measured by the instruments, to evaluate the items for clarity and 
completeness, and to make suggestions for improvement. Based on the recommendations of 
the panels, the instruments were revised and the final drafts produced. The Perceived 
Quality Assessment Instrument was further reviewed by a group of Iowa State doctoral 
students interested in quality management in the schools. Both final drafts were submitted 
to the major professor of this study for approval prior to printing and distribution. Each 
instrument took approximately ten to fifteen minutes for a respondent to complete. 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research 
reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of the human subjects were 
adequately protected, that risks were outweighed by the potential benefits and expected 
value of the knowledge sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures (Appendix E). 
The questionnaires were both anonymous; there was no request for names of 
respondents. However, the questionnaires were coded to determine the districts of the 
respondents for follow-up and data analysis. Approval was received from the University 
Human Subjects Review Committee on February 1, 1994. Confidentiality and anonymity 
were assured on the covers of the instruments. The completion of the questionnaires was 
voluntary and constituted consent to participate in the research project. All 
questionnaires were kept secure throughout the duration of the study and filed for 
safekeeping after its completion. 
Data Collection Procedure 
The two survey instruments were delivered by a group of doctoral candidates to the 
superintendent in each district in late February and early March of 1994. The 
accompanying directions for completing the surveys were self-explanatory. Instructions 
were printed on the questionnaires to mail the completed instruments directly to Iowa 
state University by dropping them in the U.S. mail. A postal permit was printed on the 
back of each. To increase the rate of return, phone calls were made to participating 
superintendents in April asking them to encourage those who had not yet responded to do so. 
As a result, 471 of the 720 PQAI surveys were received for a return rate of 65.4%. Of 
the 264 DSDQ surveys delivered, 196 were mailed back for a 79.55% return. Appendix F 
contains copies of the cover letters delivered with the surveys. 
Statistical Analysis of the Data 
After the surveys were returned, the responses were entered into the Excel 
spreadsheet program. One of the PQAI surveys was unusable because it was shredded in the 
maii. Four of the districts were removed from the study because an insufficient number of 
PQAI surveys was returned (one survey was returned from two districts, and three 
surveys were returned from two others). As a result, 462 surveys representing forty 
districts were used for data analysis. The items were ranked on a scale ranging from 1 
{strongly disagree) to 5 {strongly agree). Means for each respondent and each district for 
each question were computed. On the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument, means for 
each respondent and district for the current and ideal situations were calculated as well as 
the ratio (quality effectiveness index) of the current divided by the ideal. On the DSDQ, 
the items were ranked on a scale ranging from 1 {Almost Nevet) to 5 {Almost Always), 
and composite means were determined for each district. Districts were then ranked on 
both surveys from highest to lowest. Four groups of ten districts each were determined 
based on these rankings on the DSDQ. 
Descriptive statistics were computed on the demographic variables of the PQAI. 
Preliminary analyses using the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to 
compare the responses of demographic groups. Factor analysis was conducted on the PQAI 
to determine reliability. The ANOVA and Scheffe' post-hoc method were used to determine 
differences between groups. The Spearman correlation coefficient was computed to test for 
a relationship between responses on the two instruments. Stepwise multiple regression 
was used to find a relationship between staff development and the seven Baidrige 
dimensions. The difference between high and low districts on the two instruments was 
determined using the Meat. The Excel, Statview, and SPSS statistical programs were 
utilized in the analyses of the data. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The findings of the study are presented in this chapter and are organized into the 
following sections: (1) General Characteristics of the Sample, (2) Reliability Analysis of 
the Instruments, (3) Quality Management Perceptions, (4) Staff Development 
Perceptions, (5) Results of Hypotheses Tested, (6) Evaluation of the Perceived Quality 
Assessment Instrument, and (7) Summary. 
General Characteristics of the Sample 
The primary purpose of this section is to describe the participants in this study 
who completed the School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument (PQAI) with 
respect to the following demographic variables: (a) position, (b) home annual income, 
(c) gender, (d) age, (e) level of education, and (f) years experience in current/similar 
job. The descriptive information is presented in Table 2. 
Position - Of the 458 respondents who filled in this question, 132 (28.8%) were 
teachers, 76 support staff (16.6%), 68 administrators (14.8%), 30 superintendents 
(6.6%), 108 board members (23.6%), and 44 students (9.6%). Four people did not 
complete this category. 
Home Annual Income - Of the 358 people answering this question, 24 reported 
earnings of less than $10,000 (6.7%), 77 from $10,000 to $29,999 (21.4%), 147 
from $30,000 to 49,999 (40.9%), and 110 reported earnings of $50,000 or more 
(30.9%). There were 104 respondents who did not fill in this Information. 
Gender - The number of male and female participants reporting their gender was 
fairly even. Male respondents numbered 215 (52.6%) while females totaled 194 
(47.4%). The number who did not fill In this item was 53. 
Age - The age of the respondents was divided into five categories: (1) under 18, 
(2) 18-29, (3) 30-55, (4) 56-70, and (5) over 70. The largest group was the 30-
55 year category (73.8%). The second largest group was the 56-70 year group 
(11.9%). The smallest group was the over 70 category with only one person. Forty-two 
people did not report their age group. 
Level of Education - The educational level of the respondents was classified into 
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Table 2. Demographic information of respondents on the PQAI 
Category Frequency Percent 
posi t ion 
teacher 132 28.8 
support  staf f  76 16.6 
administrator 68 14.8 
super intendent 30 6.6 
board 108 23.6 
other 44 9.6 
total  458 100.0 
income 
<$10,000 24 6.7 
$10,000-$29,999 77 21.4 
$30,000-$49,999 147 40.9 
$50,000+ 110 30.9 
total  358 100.0 
gender 
male 215 52.6 
female 194 47.4 
total  409 100.0 
age 
<18 23 5.5 
1 8-29 36 8.6 
30-55 310 73.8 
56-70 50 1 1.9 
70+ 1 .2 
total  420 100.0 
educat ion 
<B.A. 151 34.6 
B.A. 142 32.5 
Master 's 129 29.5 
Doctorate 15 3.4 
total  437 100.0 
exper ience 
<5 years 88 20.4 
5-10 years 96 22.3 
11-25 years 191 44.3 
25+ years 5 6 13.0 
total  431 100.0 
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four categories: (1) less tlian a B.A. degree, (2) B.A. degree, (3) Master's degree, and 
(4) Doctorate degree. The largest group (151 peopie) represented those who had less 
than a B.A. degree, (34.6%). Those having a B.A. degree were the second largest group 
with 142 people (32.5%). The third largest group, those having a Master's degree, were 
very close with 129 people ((29.5%). Fifteen respondents (3.4%) reported having a 
Doctorate degree. Twenty-five respondents did not report their level of education. 
Years of Experience - The years of experience of the respondents were divided into 
four categories: (1) under 5 years, (2) 5-10 years, (3) 11-25 years, and (4) 25 
years or more. The findings revealed that 191 (44.3%) of the participants had 11-25 
years of experience, 96 (22.3%) had 5-10 years of experience, 88 (20.4%) had under 
five years, and 56 (13%) had 25 or more years of experience. Thirty-one respondents 
did not complete this item. 
One-way analysis of variance and f-test procedures were used to determine 
differences in the quality effectiveness index among different demographic groups. It was 
found that there were significant differences in responses by position, gender and 
education. The Scheffe' method was used to analyze these differences. It was found that 
there were significant differences in the position category between the responses of 
teachers and administrators and between teachers and board members, both at the .05 
level. A description of respondents by position follows. 
Analysis by position 
In order to gain a better understanding of the respondents on the PQAI and their 
differing characteristics, further analysis was conducted on the position category by 
generating cross-tabulations with the other variables-income, gender, age, education, 
and experience. The results are shown in Table 3. 
Position with income - As shown in Table 3, the majority of teachers (50) 
reported incomes in the $30,000 to $49,999 category with the second highest number 
(44) being at the over $50,000 level. Support staff reported 29 people in the $30,000 
to $49,999 and 27 at the $10,000 to $29,999 level. For administrators, the two 
highest categories were over $50,000 (39) and $30,000 to $49,999 (28). Only one 
administrator reported mal<ing less than $29,999. Ail of the superintendents except two 
(27) reported incomes over $50,000, while the remaining two reported earnings in the 
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Table 3. Demographic information of PQAI respondents by position 
Category Teacher Support Admin. Supt. Board Other Total Percent 
Staff 
income (35 missing) 
<$10,000 0 1 0 0 0 23 24 5.6 
$10,000-$29,999 30 27 1 0 16 3 77 18.0 
$30,000-$49,999 50 29 28 2 31 7 147 34,4 
$50,000+ 44 12 39 27 51 6 1 79 41.9 
total 124 69 68 29 98 39 427 100.0 
gender (53 missing) 
male 39 21 50 22 65 18 215 52.6 
female 82 48 10 0 30 24 194 47.4 
total 121 69 60 22 95 42 409 100.0 
age (42 missing) 
<18 1 1 0 0 0 21 23 5.5 
18-29 18 4 1 1 0 12 36 8.6 
30-55 93 56 54 22 80 5 310 73.8 
56-70 10 9 8 6 14 3 50 11.9 
70+ 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 .2 
total 122 70 63 29 95 41 420 100.0 
education (25 missing) 
<B.A. 1 57 1 0 55 37 151 34.6 
B.A. 95 10 3 2 32 0 142 32.5 
Master's 30 4 64 18 10 3 1 29 29.5 
Doctorate 0 0 0 9 6 0 15 3.4 
total 126 71 68 29 103 40 437 100.0 
experience (31 missing) 
<5 years 12 13 18 4 17 24 88 20.4 
5-10 years 30 21 17 8 20 0 96 22.3 
11-25 years 67 33 24 15 48 4 191 44.3 
25 + years 17 6 9 2 18 4 56 13.0 
total 126 73 68 29 103 32 431 100.0 
$30,000 to $49,999 category. The majority of board members (51) were in the over 
$50,000 category, with 31 at the $30,000 to $49,999 level, and 16 at the $10,000 to 
$29,999 level. Of those in the other category (students), 23 reported earnings under 
$10,000 with the remainder (16) dispersed throughout the other three levels. 
Position with gender - There were over twice as many females as males in the 
teacher (82 and 39) and support staff (48 and 21) categories, as shown on Table 3. 
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However, male administrators (50) outnumbered females (10) 5 to 1, while there were 
no female superintendents and 22 male superintendents who reported their gender. There 
were more than twice as many male board members (65) as females (30). In the other 
category, 18 were males and 24 were females. 
Position with age - The majority of the teachers (93) were in the 30-55 years 
age group, with 18 falling in the 18-29 category, 10 in the 56-70 division, and one 
reporting being under 18. Most of the support staff (56) reported being 30-55, with 9 
in the 56-70 age group, 4 in the 30-55 range, and one under 18. Administrators, too, 
reported the majority (54) in the 30-55 group, with 8 in the 56-70 category, and one 
in the 18-29 age group. Twenty-two superintendents reported being in the 30-55 age 
range, with six in the 56-70 category, and only one in the 18-29 age group. No board 
members reported being under 30, while the vast majority (80) were in the 30-55 
range, 14 in the 56-70 category, and 1 over 70. In the other group, 21 reported being 
under 18, 12 said they were 18-29, 5 filled in the 30-55 group, and 3 marked the 56-
70 age group. 
Position with education - Most of the teachers (95) reported having B.A. degrees, 
with 30 having Master's degrees, and one reporting less than a B.A. The majority of 
support staff (57) had less than a B.A. degree, with 10 having a B.A., and 4 having a 
master's degree. Most of the administrators (62) had a master's degree, with only 3 
listing a B.A., and one filling in the less than B.A. category. Nearly two-thirds of the 
superintendents (18) had master's degrees, while nine had doctorates, and two had 
completed their B.A.'s. Of the board members reporting, over half (55) had less than a 
B.A., while 32 had a B.A., 10 had a master's degree, and six held doctorates. In the other 
group, 37 reported having less than a B.A., while three filled in the master's degree 
response. It would appear that there is an inverse relationship between the education and 
income levels of the board members. While the majority of board members did not have a 
college degree, over half of them reported incomes of more than $50,000. 
Position with experience - The results from Table 2 show that the largest number 
of respondents in every group except other had 11-25 years experience in the current 
or similar job. The second highest level in every group except administrators and other 
was the 5-10 year category. The remainder of respondents were distributed fairly evenly 
between the other two categories. 
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Analysis of other demographics 
The ANOVA procedure revealed no significant differences on the quality 
effectiveness index in income levels, age, or experience. However, differences were found 
for education levels. Using Scheffe', significant differences were found between those with 
less than a B.A. and those with a B.A. degree. No other significant differences were found 
between the other education levels. 
Although the t test indicated a significant difference in the quality effectiveness 
index between males and females, when / tests were conducted for gender by position, no 
significant differences were found in any position level for gender. Thus the difference 
was only present when all levels were considered as a whole. 
Reliability Analysis of the Instruments 
The SPSS package was utilized to determine the reliability of the Perceived Quality 
Assessment Instrument. Analyses were conducted for the current and ideal sections and for 
the overall scale (total instrument). The alpha reliability coefficients are reported in 
Table 4. The alpha coefficients ranged from .68 to .85 for the current section of the 
instrument, with an overall reliability of .96. The alpha coefficients were somewhat 
different for the ideal section, ranging from .61 to .89, with an overall reliability of .94, 
indicating a high positive correlation among all items. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was also calculated for the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire to determine the internal consistency of the total instrument. 
Estimates of internal consistency are based on the average correlation among items within 
a test or instrument. The reliability coefficient for all thirty items was .95, again a high 
positive correlation. 
Quality Management Perceptions 
The first research question posed in the first chapter asked, "What are the 
perceived current and ideal levels of quality management in each district and the ratio 
(Quality Effectiveness Index) between the two?" Means were first calculated for the 
responses for each question for each district. The means of ail of the current and ideal 
responses for each district were then figured. Current means ranged from 2.81 (district 
HH) to 3.92 (district IVIM). Ideal means ranged from 3.95 (LL) to 4.66 (BB). 
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Table 4. Reliability analysis of current and ideal sections of the PQAI 
Reliability 
Baldrige Dimension Item Numbers Current N Ideal N 
Leadership 1-6 . 8 4  454 . 8 2  451 
Information and Analysis 7-12 . 8 5  443 . 8 2  430 
Strategic Quality Planning 13-18 . 8 4  451 . 8 7  445 
H.R. Development & Mgmt. 19-25 . 8 3  451 . 6 1  441 
Mgmt. of process Quality 26-31 . 7 9  440 . 8 5  437 
Quality & Operational Results 32-37 . 6 8  454 . 7 5  448 
Client Focus & Satisfaction 38-45 . 8 5  453 . 8 9  444 
Overall 1-45 . 9 6  . 9 4  
Finally, the ratio between the current and ideal means for each district were 
determined. The quality effectiveness index ranged from .6532 (district HH) to .9506 
(district A). Four districts were removed from the study because of their low return (N 
for districts F and V = 1 survey each; N for districts I and M = 3 surveys each), it was 
felt that such a small sample from those districts would not give a reliable representation 
of the perceptions of the entire district. Table 5 shows the distribution of means for 
current and ideal situations and the ratios for the remaining 40 districts. 
Staff Development Perceptions 
The second research question asked, "What are the perceptions of teachers in each 
district as to the effectiveness of their district's staff development program?" Means for 
each question for each district were calculated. Then the mean of all the responses for each 
district was determined. These means ranged from 1.963 to 3.789 and are shown in Table 
6. The same four districts (F, I, M, and V) were removed from the list for comparison 
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Table 5. Current and ideal means and quality effectiveness index 
for districts on ttie Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
Distr ict  
Ccxie Rank 
Current Si tuat ion 
Mean 
Ideal  Si tuat ion 
Mean 
Qual i ty Effect  
Index 
A 1 3,60 3.79 .9506 
AA 23 3.10 4.00 .7747 
B 1 0 3.52 4.18 .8408 
BB 33 3.44 4.66 .7371 
C 7 3.70 4.32 .8572 
CC 31 3.32 4.53 .7412 
D 36 3.10 4.36 .71 19 
CO 1 5 3.39 4.23 .8005 
E 30 3.08 4.1 5 .7419 
E 32 2.97 4,01 .7399 
FF 4 3.66 4.1 5 .8859 
G 21 3.44 4.37 .7865 
G3 1 6 3.30 4.12 .8001 
H 1 4 3.24 4.04 .8020 
f-H 40 2.81 4.30 .6532 
I I  28 3.22 4,29 .7500 
J 1 3 3.45 4.26 .8083 
J J 1 1 3.56 4.31 .8250 
K 1 9 3.33 4.1 9 .7943 
KK 38 2.97 4,30 .6899 
L 27 3.26 4.32 .7554 
LL 5 3.50 3.95 .8843 
MM 6 3.92 4.46 .8784 
N 26 3.43 4.50 .7619 
MVJ 22 3.40 4.42 .7703 
0 3 3.77 4.23 .8909 
CD 2 3.71 4.08 .9107 
P 39 2.99 4.56 .6545 
PP 8 3.64 4.29 .8501 
Q 35 3.20 4.36 .7357 
CD 1 8 3.58 4.47 .7989 
R 29 3.42 4.58 .7483 
PR 20 3.56 4.50 .7889 
S 25 3.23 4.23 .7628 
T 24 3.26 4.25 .7669 
U 9 3.46 4.09 .8480 
W 34 3.27 4.44 .7369 
X 1 7 3.44 4.31 .7990 
Y 37 3.38 4.28 .7097 
Z 1 2 3.65 4.44 .8234 
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Table 6. Dislrict means for the District Staff Development Questionnaire 
Distr ict  Code Total  Mean Rank 
A 3,789 1 
AA 2.654 26 
B 2.894 1 6 
BB 2.760 22 
C 3.113 9 
OC 2.167 36 
D 2.547 29 
CO 2.973 1 4 
E 2.203 35 
E 2.21 1 34 
F 2.042 38 
G 2.150 37 
GG 2.678 24 
H 2.969 1 5 
m 1.994 39 
I I  3.067 1 0 
J 3.427 4 
J J 3.408 5 
K 3,567 2 
KK 1.963 40 
L 3.273 8 
LL 3.279 7 
MM 2.840 20 
N 2.779 21 
MvJ 2.658 25 
0 3.033 1 1 
GO 2.987 13 
P 2.856 1 8 
PP 3.442 3 
0 3.000 12 
CD 3.278 6 
R 2.847 1 9 
fR 2.877 1 7 
S 2,310 32 
T 2,527 30 
U 2.561 28 
W 2.623 27 
X 2.408 31 
Y 2.250 33 
Z 2.700 23 
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Table 7. Comparison of ranks on the District Staff Development Questionnaire 
and the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
Dist r ic t  Code DSDQ Rank PQAI  Rank Group 
A 1 1  
K 2  1  9 
PP 3  8 
J  4 1 3  
JJ  5 1 1  
LL 6  5  
CXI  7  1 8  
L  8  27 
C 
I I  
9  
1  0  
7  
28 
0  1 1 3  2  
Q 1 2  35 2 
CD 1 3  2  2  
DO 1 4  1 5  2  
H 1 5  1 4  2  
B 1 6  1 0  2  
FR 17 20 2 
P 1 8  39 2 
R 1 9  29 2 
MM 20 6 2 
N 21 26 3 
BB 22 33 3 
Z 23 12 3 
GG 24 1 6  3  
25 22 3 
AA 26 23 3 
W 27 34 3 
U 28 9 3  
D 29 36 3 
T 30 24 3 
X 31 1 7  4 
s 32 25 4 
Y 33 37 4 
EE 34 32 4 
E 35 30 4 
CC 36 31 4 
G 37 21 4 
FF 38 4 4 
m 39 40 4 
KK 40 38 4 
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purposes with the districts on the PQAI. 
The forty districts were then divided into four groups for further analysis. They 
were first placed in order of their rank on the District Staff Development Questionnaire. 
Ten districts were then placed in each group according to their rank. Table 7 shows those 
groups. The one-way analysis of variance was used to determine differences in means 
between the four groups. Significant differences at the .01 level were found between 
groups. Tables 8 and 9 show the ANOVA data and the means and standard deviations for the 
four groups. The Scheffe' method was then used to determine which groups differed. It was 
found that there were significant differences between all groups. Table 10 shows the 
results of this comparison between means. 
Results of Hypotheses Tested 
Hypothesis 1: There is no relationship between the perceived quality of district staff 
deveiopment and the perceived quality management (ratio) of the districts. 
The purpose of Hypothesis 1 was to determine the relationship between the 
composite district ratings of staff development programs and the quality effectiveness 
index of each district on the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument. The Spearman rho 
correlation coefficient was calculated to determine the relationship between the districts' 
rankings on the two instruments. A moderate positive correlation of .50131 was found 
between the two instruments which was significant at the .01 level. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 2: There are no relationships between ratings of perceived ieveis of staff 
development quality and the seven dimensions of district quality (current) in these 
districts. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine the relationship between the 
composite district ratings of staff development programs and the current perceptions of 
district quality on the seven dimensions of the Perceived Quality Assessment instrument. 
The means of the current perceptions in each of the seven quality dimensions of the 
Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument for the ten highest districts on the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire were computed. The mean of each district on the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire was compared with the mean of each quality dimension for 
8 1  
Tables. One-way analysis of variance: Group means on the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire 
Source df 88 fvIS F Fcv 
Between groups 3 7.53 2.51 129.53 4.51 
Within groups 3 6 .70 .02 
Total 3 9 8.22 
p = < .0001 
Table 9. Group means and standard deviations on the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire 
Group Count i\/1ean Std. Dev. 
Group 1 1 0 3.36 .2129 
Group 2 1 0 2.93 .0720 
Group 3 1 0 2.65 .0859 
Group 4 1 0 2.17 .1399 
Table 10. Comparison of group means on the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire 
Comparison Mean Difference Scheffe' Ftest 
Group 1 vs. Group 2 .4366 16.40* 
Group 1 vs. Group 3 .7155 44.05* 
Group 1 vs. Group 4 1.1944 122.76* 
Group 2 vs. Group 3 .2789 6.69* 
Group 2 vs. Group 4 .7578 49.42* 
Group 3 vs. Group 4 .4789 19.74* 
'Significant at .01 level 
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these districts. Stepwise multiple regression was used to determine the relationship of 
staff development to the seven quality dimensions. The seven variables were entered one at 
a time and a significance test was conducted to determine the contribution of each (Hinkle, 
Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988). The stepwise solution was terminated when the remaining 
variables did not make a statistically significant contribution to the regression. 
It was found that three of the seven dimensions-Client Focus and Satisfaction, 
Quality and Operational Results, and Management of Process Quality-were good 
predictors of levels of district staff development. The adjusted R squared was .956 
indicating that 96 percent of the variance on the District Staff Development Questionnaire 
was explained by these three dimensions. The remaining four dimensions-Leadership, 
information and Analysis, Strategic Quality Planning, and Human Resource Development 
and Management-did not predict levels of district staff development. The null hypothesis 
was rejected. 
Correlation matrices were also constructed in order to show the interrelationships 
between all the subscales on the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument. Table 11 
shows the correlation coefficients for each of the seven subscales. Generally speaking, 
correlation coefficients between .00 and .30 show little if any correlation: .30 to .50, a 
Table 11. Correlation matrix for the seven dimensions of the PQAI 
Subscale Information Strategic H.R. Devel. Process Quality Client 
Leadership & Analysis Planning & Mgt. Quality Results Focus 
Leadership 1.0 
Information .63 1 .0 
Planning .61 .69 1.0 
H.R. Mgt. .62 .67 .77 1 .0 
Process .63 .69 .67 .73 1.0 
Results .52 .62 .62 .67 .71 1 .0 
Focus .60 .64 .64 .69 .72 .74 
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low correlation: .50 to .70, a moderate correlation: .70 to .90, a high correlation: and 
.90 to 1.00, a very high correlation (Hinl<ie, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988). Using these 
guidelines, the matrix shows that the majority of the correlations are moderate positive 
correlations. None of the relationships are below .50, with the lowest being between 
Leadership and Quality and Operational Results (.52). Five of the relationships were in 
the high positive category: Human Resource Development and (\/lanagement and Strategic 
Quality Planning (.77), Human Resource Development and Management of Process Quality 
(.73), Management of Process Quality and Quality and Operational Results (.71), Client 
Focus and Satisfaction and Management of Process Quality (.72), and Client Focus and 
Satisfaction and Quality and Operational Results (.74). These relationships show that all 
seven dimensions are related to each other and measure the same concept-district quality 
management. 
Hypothesis 3: There is no difference in districts ranked highest and lowest in perceived 
staff development quality on the perceived quality effectiveness index. 
The purpose of Hypothesis 3 was to determine if the ten districts ranked highest in 
staff development on the District Staff Development Questionnaire and the ten districts 
ranked lowest differed in their rankings on the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
quality effectiveness index. Table 12 shows these highest and lowest districts, their ranks 
on both instruments and their mean scores for each. 
Using the unpaired Hest on the means of the two groups on both instruments, 
significant differences were found for the highest and lowest groups on the Perceived 
Quality Assessment Instrument. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 
then calculated for the two groups. A moderate positive correlation (.564) was found for 
the top ten districts which was significant at the .05 level. The correlation between the 
bottom ten districts on both instruments (.264) was not significant. However, when 
district FF was removed which ranked high (number 4) on the Perceived Quality 
Assessment Instrument, the correlation rose to .710, a high positive correlation. The 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
Summary of Findings 
Of the three null hypotheses that were tested, all three were rejected. The 
following is a summary of the results: 
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Table 12. Mean scores and ranks for the highest and lowest ten districts on the 
District Staff Development Questionnaire and the Perceived Quality 
Assessment Instrument 
Rank on DSDQ PQAI Rank on 
Dis t r ic t  DSDQ Group Mean Mean PQAI  
A 1  
K 2  
PP 3  
J  4 
JJ  5 
LL 6  
CD 7 
L  8  
C 9 
I I  10 
X 31 4 
S 32 4 
Y 33 4 
E  34 4 
E 35 4 
OC 36 4 
G 37 4 
F  38 4 
hH 39 4 
KK 40 4 
3 .789 .9506 1 
3 .567 .7943 1 9  
4 .442 .8501 8 
3 .427 .8083 13 
3.408 .8250 11 
3.278 .8843 5 
3 .279 .7989 18 
3.273 ,7554 27 
3.113 .8572 7 
3 .067 .7500 28 
2.408 .7990 17 
2.310 .7628 25 
2.280 .7097 37 
2.211 .7399 32 
2.203 .7419 30 
2.167 .741 2  31 
2.150 .7865 21 
2.042 ,8859 4 
1 ,994 ,6532 40 
1.963 .6899 38 
Hypothesis 1: A moderately significant positive correlation was found between the 
ratings of perceived quality of district staff development and the quality effectiveness 
index of ratings of overall district management. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 2: Three of the seven dimensions of district quality were found to be 
predictive of district staff development: (a) Management of Process Quality, (b) Quality 
and Operational Results, and (c) Client Focus and Satisfaction. Four of the seven 
dimensions (Leadership, Information and Analysis, Strategic Quality Planning, and Human 
Resource Development and Management) were not found to be predictive. Further analysis 
revealed that there were moderate to high positive correlations between the seven 
dimensions when compared with each other. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 3: Significant differences were found in districts ranked highest and 
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lowest in perceived staff development quality on the quality effectiveness index. High 
ranking districts also showed a moderately positive correlation between rankings for 
district staff development and those for overall quality management. The lowest ten 
districts showed no correlation between the two rankings. However, when one district was 
removed, which ranked number 4 in quality management, the correlation rose to a high 
positive one. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Evaluation of the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
This section describes the methods to determine if the items on the current and 
ideal scales of the instrument would factor-analyze consistently with the seven a-priori 
determined dimensions based on the Baldrlge criteria. A factor analysis was conducted 
using a varimax rotation. The results of the analysis revealed three possible factors with 
Eigenvalues greater than 1.0 on both the current and ideal scales (Tables 13 and 14). The 
three factors accounted for 42.3% and 43.3% of the total variance on the current and ideal 
Table 13. Comparison of the current a-priori Baldrige dimensions with empirical factors 
Scale Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 5 Factor 7 Factor 8 
Eiaenvalue 16.28 1.50 1.27 .99 .79 .73 .59 .49 
CURRENT 
Leadership 1-6 6 
Information 
a Analysis 
7-12 1 5 
Strategic Quality 
Planning 
13-18 3 5 
H.R. Development 
& Management 
19-25 5 2 
Management of 
Process Quality 
26-31 2 3 1 
Quality & Qperational 
Results 
32-37 5 1 
Customer Focus & 
Satisfaction 
38-45 3 1 1 3 
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Table 14. Comparison of Ihe ideal a-priori Baldrige dimensions with empirical factors 
Scale Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 
Eiaenvalue 16.33 1.99 1.17 .89 .68 .56 
CURRENT 
Leadership 1-6 6 
Information 
& Analysis 
7-12 1 4 1 
Strategic Quality 
Planning 
13-18 6 
H.R. Development 
& Management 
19-25 1 6 
Management of 
Process Quality 
26-31 5 1 
Quality & Operational 
Results 
32-37 5 1 
Customer Focus a 
Satisfaction 
38-45 8 
scales respectively. The distribution of the number of items from each Baldrige category 
among the empirical factors suggested is shown in Tables 13 and 14. For example, the six 
a-priori items for the Leadership category (current responses ) were ail contained in 
factor 3; however the eight items for the Customer Focus and Satisfaction were distributed 
among factors 2, 3, 6, and 7. 
The results, as shown in Tables 13 and 14, suggest that the seven original a-priori 
dimensions may be reduced to three factors on both scales. However, the majority of the 
items in the Information and Analysis dimension load on factor 4 on the current scale and 
factor 5 on the ideal scale and the majority of items in the Human Resource Development 
and Management load on factor 4 in the ideal scale, indicating the importance of these 
additional factors. On the ideal scale, three dimensions (Management of Process Quality, 
Quality and Operational Results, and Customer Focus and Satisfaction) seem to load on one 
factor (factor 1) which suggests that respondents were not able to differentiate among 
these three dimensions as originally conceptualized or that the three were perceived as 
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measuring the same thing. The factor analysis results show the items grouped differently 
than on the original instrument showing that the instrument may be measuring different 
factors than originally conceived and the items may need to be regrouped. However, when 
combined with the results of the correlation matrix, it appears that, overall, the 
instrument is measuring one underlying concept on both scales. 
Summary 
This chapter presented the findings of the study and provided a procedure to answer 
each of the study's research questions. Demographic characteristics of the respondents on 
the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument from forty-four school districts were 
described by position, home annual Income, gender, age, level of education, and years 
experience in current/similar job. 
The results of the hypothesis testing procedures were also presented. Out of the 
three hypotheses tested, all three were rejected. A significant positive relationship was 
found between the perceived quality of district staff development and the perceived quality 
'effectiveness index of the districts. Significant relationships were also found between 
ratings of perceived levels of district staff development and current ratings on three of the 
seven dimensions of the Perceived Qualify Assessment Instrument. Significant differences 
were also found between the districts ranked highest and lowest in perceived staff 
development quality on the quality effectiveness index. Finally, the Perceived Quality 
Assessment Instrument was evaluated utilizing factor-analysis techniques, and results 
indicated that some items may need to be regrouped. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Educational change is prominently featured in nearly every journal, conference, or 
discussion about education in our country today. Business leaders, legislators, and 
educators alil<e all realize that our ever-changing society, growing international 
competition, and the knowledge explosion all demand that our schools improve the 
curriculum and instruction our students are receiving. School improvement or reform 
involves not just teachers but everyone who comes in contact with the students. All school 
personnel must continually search for ways to use the resources they have to improve 
teaching and learning. 
Two concepts have been making their mark on school improvement in recent years. 
The first, staff development, has been growing over the past twenty-five years in its 
reputation for helping teachers and administrators learn new strategies and behaviors for 
impacting student achievement. Countless studies have been conducted to determine the 
effectiveness of staff development programs and the critical elements in those programs 
that make a difference. Many staff development models have been created and tested and 
their results reported with recommendations for practice. School districts wishing to 
train teachers and other school staff in more productive practices now have many more 
specific guidelines to follow than they did even ten or fifteen years ago. 
The second concept. Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI), sometimes called Total 
Quality Ivlanagement (TQM), is a much newer phenomenon in education, although it has 
been impacting business and government in the United States for approximately fifteen 
years and in Japan for over forty years. This management philosophy, developed largely 
by recently deceased statistician Dr. W. Edwards Deming, advocates continuous 
improvement, systems thinking, and management by data. As large and small businesses 
began to see the benefits of quality improvement strategies, educational leaders also began 
to take notice and to attempt to translate CQI's ideas into the educational arena. 
The Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award was established in 1989 to recognize 
those companies who were best integrating quality concepts into their everyday practices. 
That award, based on seven quality performance dimensions, has recently been regarded by 
educators as also applicable to school districts. A growing number of educational 
organizations, including public schools, community colleges, and universities are 
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investigating ways to use tliese principles to change the ways schools do business. 
The major goal of schools is to help students acquire the needed knowledge, skills, 
and attitudes to become responsible, productive citizens of our nation and world. If both of 
these school improvement initiatives are aimed at meeting this goal, might they have some 
relationship to each other or some effect upon each other? And might the combination of 
the two make schools even more effective? These questions are worthy of investigation in 
our country's efforts to offer our students the best education possible. 
Summary 
This study, conducted during the spring and summer of 1994, was designed to 
assess the perceptions of district personnel as to the quality of their districts' staff 
development programs and overall district management, and to compare the two. Two 
survey instruments were utilized in gathering the data. The first, the School System 
Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument was based on the seven quality dimensions of the 
Malcolm Baldrige Award. Respondents were asked to indicate the current and ideal 
situation for each question. The second, the District Staff Development Questionnaire, was 
developed by the researcher from recommendations in the staff development literature and 
those of a panel of reviewers considered knowledgeable in the area of staff development. 
In order to appropriately represent perceptions of districts in the state of Iowa, 
the population in this study consisted of forty-four school districts in Iowa who 
volunteered to participate. These districts were representative of the state as a whole in 
size and geographic distribution. Superintendents of the selected districts were contacted 
by telephone and asked to allow their districts to participate. Both instruments were 
personally delivered to the superintendents' offices in late February or early March of 
1994 with instructions that their board secretaries select the respondents randomly and 
distribute the surveys. The accompanying directions for filling out both instruments were 
self-explanatory. Respondents were also instructed to mail the completed surveys 
directly to Iowa State University using the postal permit printed on the back. Follow-up 
phone calls were made to participating superintendents in April asking them to encourage 
nonrespondents to do so. 
Those requested to fill out the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument were the 
superintendent, all of the board members, two administrators, five teachers, three 
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support staff, and two high school students. The total possible number of surveys to be 
returned was 720. A total of 471 questionnaires were returned for a return rate of 
65.4%. The District Staff Development Questionnaire was to be completed by six teachers 
(different from those completing the first survey) in each of the forty-four districts, for 
a total of 264. Of these, 196 were returned, giving a response rate of 79.55%. All 
respondents were anonymous to the researcher, however the districts were coded for 
analysis of the data. 
All data were collected by June of 1994. All responses were entered into the Excel 
spreadsheet program for further analysis. The scoring for negatively stated items on the 
District Staff Development Questionnaire was reversed before the data were analyzed. 
Means were computed for each respondent and for each district for current and ideal 
situations on the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument. A ratio between the two, the 
quality effectiveness index, was then computed dividing the current mean by the ideal, 
resulting in a fractional number. District means were also computed for the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire. Each district was then ranked from high to low on both 
instruments. Four districts were removed from the study due to the low number of 
responses. 
Preliminary data analysis included frequency distributions of the population who 
completed the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument. The total number of teachers 
responding was 132 (28.8%). Also responding were 76 support staff (16.6%), 68 
administrators (14.8%), 30 superintendents (6.6%), 108 board members (23.6%), 
and 44 others/students (9.6%). Demographic information collected included position, 
home annual income, gender, age, level of education, and years of experience in 
current/similar job. A further breakdown of the data reported the demographic 
information of respondents by demographic category. Significant differences in response 
did exist between males and females overall, although the differences were not significant 
in each of the separate categories for gender. Differences between responses of teachers 
and administrators and between teachers and board members were also found as well as 
between respondents with less than a B.A. and those with a B.A. degree. No significant 
differences were found in income levels, age, or experience. Reliabilities were also 
calculated for both instruments. 
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School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
Research question one was posed to determine the perceived current and ideal 
ievels of quality management in each district and the quality effectiveness index for each. 
The current means ranged from 2.81 to 3.92. The ideal means ranged from 3.79 to 4.66. 
The quality effectiveness index ranged from .6532 to .9506. Only two districts (5%) had 
a quality effectiveness index above .90, however, 16 of the 40 (40%) had a ratio above 
.80. Three (7.5%) of the districts' index was below .70, while the majority (21 
districts, 52.5%) had a ratio between .70 and .80. Twenty-eight of the districts (70%) 
had a quality effectiveness index above .75, suggesting that the majority of the districts 
perceive that they are currently achieving at least 75% of their quality management 
ideals or goals. 
District Staff Development Questionnaire 
The purpose of the second research question was to determine the perceived levels 
of quality of staff development in each district. District means ranged from 1.963 to 
3.789. Twelve districts (30%) had means above 3.0; 26 (65%) fell between 2.0 and 
3.0; 2 (5%) were below 2.0. The 40 districts were divided into four groups of ten 
districts each, according to their rankings, for comparison purposes. It was determined 
that there were significant differences between ail four groups in their ratings of their 
staff development programs. 
These data indicate that teachers in twelve (30%) of the districts feel neutral on 
the average about their staff development programs, with only two districts (5%) 
approaching the frequently happens in our district response with a mean above 3.50. No 
districts' means were above 4.0. Teachers in ten of the districts (25%) rated their 
programs below 2.50 on the average, suggesting that the critical staff development 
elements occasionally or never happen in their districts. Two of those ten had means 
below 2.0, indicating very low perceptions of their staff development programs. 
The relationship between staff development and district management 
The third research question was proposed to determine whether there was a 
relationship between the perceived quality of district staff development and the perceived 
quality management of the districts. A moderate positive correlation was found between 
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the district ranl<ings on the two instruments suggesting that districts which have higher 
quality staff development programs also have higher quality overall district management 
slightly more than 50 percent of the time. 
Staff development ratings and the seven Baldrige dimensions 
The purpose of research question four was to compare the ratings of perceived 
levels of staff development for the ten highest districts with the seven dimensions of 
district quality. Perceptions in three of the seven dimensions-Client Focus and 
Satisfaction, Quality and Operational Results, and Management of Process Quality-were 
found to correlate positively and have predictive value with perceptions of staff 
development quality. The remaining four dimensions-Leadership, Information and 
Analysis, Strategic Quality Planning, and Human Resource Development and fvlanagement 
-showed little or no correlation or predictive value. Interrelationships between the 
seven subscales were also found. Correlations ranged from moderate positive to high 
positive. A correlation of .77 was found for Human Resource Development and Management 
and Strategic Quality Planning, .74 for Client Focus and Satisfaction and Quality and 
Operational Results, .73 for Human Resource Development and Management and 
Management of Process Quality, and .71 for Management of Process Quality and 
Operational Results. 
Differences between high and low districts In quality effectiveness 
Research question five dealt with the determination whether there was a significant 
difference between the ten districts rated highest and lowest in perceived staff 
development quality on the perceived quality effectiveness index. The top ten districts 
showed a moderate positive correlation of .564 between the means on the two instruments, 
indicating that quality staff development and quality management do go hand in hand over 
50% of the time. It is interesting to note that the same district (A) ranked number one on 
both instruments. 
The lowest ten districts showed a nonsignificant positive correlation of .264. 
However, when one district (FF) was removed which ranked fourth on the quality 
effectiveness index, that correlation rose to .710, which is considered to be a high positive 
correlation. When looking more closely at the respondents for that district on the 
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Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument, out of the five people who returned their 
surveys, one was a teacher, two were administrators, one the superintendent, and one a 
board member. The majority of the teacher's responses were overall one or two levels 
below that of the others. Had more teachers responded from FF, the results might have 
been much different. Four teachers from district FF returned the District Staff 
Development Questionnaire. These four appeared to be fairly consistent in their 
responses, suggesting that this ranking is probably indicative of that district's staff 
development quality. 
Conclusions 
The results of this study indicate that there is a relationship between the quality of 
a district's staff development program and its overall quality management although not as 
high as might be expected. Preliminary analyses of demographic variables indicate some 
differences in responses between respondent groups on the PQAI. Differences between the 
perceptions of teachers and administrators are not too surprising since the administrators 
probably have more responsibility for creating and carrying out district policies and 
practices whereas the teachers usually are not involved. It could be expected that those 
more "In charge" would view their efforts more positively, while those seeing only the 
results might be more negative. It therefore would be necessary to analyze the responses 
of those two groups and the number of each responding in each district in order to 
determine whether the individual districts have a major problem with differences in the 
perceptions of the two groups. 
The same reasoning could be used for the differences between teachers and school 
board members except that board members have an even greater hand in creating the 
district's policies and, therefore, much more ownership. Board members would naturally 
see the results of the decisions they had made in a more positive light, while teachers 
might not understand the rationale behind the decisions or the constructive consequences 
that result. On the other hand, teachers might be in a better position to judge some of the 
outcomes since they are involved in the day-to-day activities of the district and can see 
how they play out in practice. Since board members are essentially part-time volunteers, 
their knowledge of the effects of their decisions may not be realistic. Again, a thorough 
analysis of the numbers and individual responses of these two groups In each district 
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would be needed to speculate on the causes for a particular district's average scores. 
It might have been expected that superintendents and teachers would also differ in 
their perceptions of district quality. This was not the finding of this study. A possible 
explanation might be that the superintendents agreed to have their districts participate, 
knowing that their responses would be analyzed and compared. Since there is only one 
superintendent in each district, anonymity in this group would be impossible unless the 
superintendent left the position category blank. Had the superintendents rated their 
districts significantly higher than other respondents, there might be questions about their 
candidness and desire to make the district look better. Then, too, superintendents may 
actually be in better touch with the perceptions of the whole district, seeing the "big 
picture" more easily than administrators and board members who have a more limited 
view. 
One might also expect support staff or students to differ from others in their 
perceptions. These data did not show that supposition to be true. Since support staff are so 
intimately involved with teachers and administrators, their opinions might be colored by 
those around whom their jobs revolve. For instance, a principal's secretary could see 
things very differently from a first-grade teacher's assistant or a middle-school study 
hall supervisor. Since this category was not further broken down, it is impossible to say 
what factors most influenced their responses. The students chosen to respond, for the most 
part, were probably high achievers and student leaders. Their perceptions, too, might be 
expected to be more in line with those of their teachers and administrators. 
The difference between male and female responses was only significant when all the 
groups were combined, however, since over two-thirds of the teachers and support staff 
were female and only one-sixth of the administrators, none of the superintendents, and 
one-third of the board members, it is surprising that greater differences were not found. 
While these proportions seem to be very unbalanced, it is reassuring to see that they do 
not make a great difference in their ratings of quality management. 
Looking at the differences in perceptions between those with less than a B.A. degree 
and those with a B.A., 57 support staff, 55 board members and 37 others/students 
reporting having less than a B.A. (One teacher and one administrator also filled in that 
category, presumably by mistake.) That combination of positions would make it difficult 
to generalize about the reasons for their average perceptions. Ninety-five teachers, 10 
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support staff. 3 administrators, 2 superintendents, and 32 board members reported 
having a B.A. degree. Again, combining the teachers and board members as well as the 
other categories does not lead to a clear picture of these respondents as a group. Only a 
further analysis of each type of respondent by district would yield satisfactory 
explanations for the differences. However, since teachers and board members did show 
differences in their perceptions, some of that difference may have also shown up in the 
education category. 
School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
The quality effectiveness index was calculated by dividing the mean of the current 
ratings for each district by the mean of the ideal ratings, resulting in a ratio. The smaller 
the difference between the current and the ideal, the higher the ratio. Additionally, the 
higher the district was rated in the current situation and the lower the ideal situation was 
perceived, the higher the ratio. Therefore, a district might not be ranl<ed as high in 
current practices as others, but could still rank higher on the ratio if it did not perceive 
the ideal situation to be as high as others. Looking at the rankings of the districts in 
quality effectiveness, the district ranked highest (A) actually ranked eighth in current 
situation (3.6) and fortieth in the ideal (3.79), indicating that their district's perceived 
management was lower than it appeared at first. The ratio was so much higher than the 
others because respondents in district A did not seem to agree as strongiy as the others that 
the items listed on the survey were important. 
The district which ranked sixth in quality effectiveness (I\/1I\/1) actually had the 
highest perception of its current situation (3.92), but ranked eighth in perceptions of the 
ideal situation. District BB which ranked number 33 on the quality effectiveness index 
actually had the highest perceived ideal situation, making it much more difficult to live up 
to in practice. These data, then, are not necessarily indicative of which districts actually 
had the highest quality management practices, but which districts actually did the best job 
of living up to the ideal as they perceived it, or which had the smallest difference between 
current and ideal scores. Those districts closest to practicing high quality district 
management as conceived in the survey items would be the districts having a mean closest 
to 5.0 on the current scale. 
The top ten districts in perceived current situation are (1) MIV1, (2) 0, (3) 00, 
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(4) C, (5) FF, (6) Z, (7) FP, (8) A, (9) QQ, and (10) RR, a very different order tiian 
when ranl<ed by the quality effectiveness index. If the items deemed important for district 
quality management on the instrument actually do measure the seven Baldrige criteria, do 
schools need to subscribe to all of them in order to be most effective? And if districts 
disagree about their importance, are they less effective? Are districts whose perceived 
current practices approximate their perceived ideal practices considered the best quality 
managers? These are questions for further study by other researchers. 
District Staff Development Questionnaire 
The district rating itself highest in staff development was again district A, having a 
mean of all respondents of 3.789. A mean of 4.0 would suggest that the elements 
considered critical for a quality staff development program frequently happened in a 
district. District A and district K (with a mean of 3.567) were the two closest to 4.0, the 
other 38 all falling under 3.50. With the average for all districts reaching only 2,753, 
the data suggest that there is much room for growth in staff development quality in all 40 
districts. 
The reasons for the lower than desired quality could be numerous. As reported 
repeatedly In the literature, effective staff development programs take a commitment of 
resources, time, and district leadership. With numerous other district priorities and 
diminishing resources, choices must be made. Staff development programs often must 
suffer as other district needs demand attention. Then, too, teachers may not be aware of 
the institution of some of these practices in their districts, so may mark them lower. 
Teachers marking number 3 {don't know) often could tend to lower their district's mean. 
The relationship between staff development and district management 
A positive relationship was shown to exist between the ranking of teachers' 
perceptions of the quality of their districts' staff development programs and the ranking of 
districts on the quality effectiveness index. It would stand to reason that districts which 
take the development of its employees seriously would also take other processes and 
practices in the district as seriously. In addition, the training of teachers, 
administrators, and support staff in more effective practices should understandably carry 
over to all of the district's operations. Well-trained teachers and administrators are often 
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more eager to be involved in planning and leading the district in quality management 
processes. Employees who can see that the district cares about their development and 
performance and that they are making a difference in students' lives are more likely to 
want to see their district moving forward in all aspects. The two would seem to go hand in 
hand. 
Staff development ratings and the seven Baldrige dimensions 
The means of the ten districts ranking highest in perceptions of staff development 
quality were compared with the means of the current perceptions of those districts on the 
seven quality dimensions of the Baldrige Award. Three of the dimensions were shown to be 
predictive of staff development quality. The Client Focus and Satisfaction section consisted 
of eight questions (numbers 38-45) dealing with procedures for handling inquiries and 
complaints (#38), parent and student feedback (#39), monitoring satisfaction with 
graduates (#40), teaching employees skills to interact with clients (#41), student needs 
tied to curriculum development (#42), gathering information to monitor progress 
(#43), training of all staff to help clients (#44), and improving client satisfaction 
(#45). Several of these items are concerned with training staff to meet students' (and 
others') needs, making the relationship quite obvious. 
The Quality and Operational Results dimension was composed of six questions 
(numbers 32-37) focusing on monitoring trends in key programs and services (#32), 
increasing the number of purchased services and contracts (#33), tracking and analyzing 
graduate information (#34), diagnosing the skills of students (#35), improving services 
such as training, instructional resources, and equipment (#36), and comparing district 
quality with other schools' performance (#37). All of those items appear to be related to 
quality staff development, but especially number 35, which is a key element in staff 
development training. 
In the Management of Process Quality category, six items (26-31) asked about 
such practices as regular validation of program performance and results (#26), 
curriculum articulation among all grade levels (#27), reduction of student dropout rates 
(#28), advisory committees for maintenance of program content and processes (#29), 
sharing performance findings (#30), conducting regular audits of programs and courses 
(#31). Again, all of these questions have a direct bearing on and are impacted by the 
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quality of the district's staff development program. They all deal with assessing, 
disseminating, or utilizing the results of instructional programs in order to improve 
student performance. These are also the goals of staff development programs. 
It might be expected that the Human Resource Development and Management 
dimension would show a closer relationship with staff development. Upon closer 
inspection of the items, however, only two of the five (19-23) deal directly with 
training. Number 19 asks specifically about quality awareness training for all employees 
on a regular basis. Since quality management concepts are still considered very new in 
education, this training is still very rare. Number 23 focuses on using individualized 
professional development plans In staff development and training. This Is only one small 
aspect of an effective staff development program and would not necessarily be present in 
all quality programs. 
The Strategic Quality Planning section (13-18) has little to do with curriculum 
and instruction and more to do with goal-setting strategies. In the Information and 
Analysis items (7-12), the collection and analysis of data is emphasized. While the 
information gathered is applicable to curriculum and instruction, it does not relate as 
directly to critical elements in staff development. Leadership is an area that has been 
identified as essential for effective staff development, however the items on this 
instrument dealing with leadership (1-6) are more concerned with leadership in overall 
district quality operations rather than instructional issues. 
Individual analysis of all items in all seven dimensions shows the causes of higher 
relationships of three of the dimensions with the staff development perceptions. A further 
look at the correlation matrix for the seven dimensions reveals that all of the subscales 
are moderately to strongly related, showing that they all are dealing with similar 
concepts. 
Differences between high and low districts in quality effectiveness 
The means of the ten districts ranking highest and lowest in staff development 
perceptions were compared with their means on the quality effectiveness index. The top 
ten districts were shown to be significantly different from the lowest ten in these means. 
A moderately positive correlation between the highest ten corresponds to the findings of 
the correlations of all 40 districts on the two instruments. These findings seem to suggest 
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that although quality staff development is important in the implementation of overall 
district quality management, it is only one of the players. Other factors apparently act in 
combination to bring about quality management. 
When looking at the lowest ten district in staff development perceptions compared 
with their quality effectiveness index, the relationship was not significant. Removing 
district FF from this group resulted in raising the correlation significantly. Further 
analysis of this district revealed that of the five respondents in this district, only one 
teacher responded to the perceived quality instrument. Had more teachers returned the 
survey, one might hypothesize that the district's ranking might be lower. Since the 
demographic analysis of all districts revealed that teachers differ from administrators and 
board members in their perceptions of district quality, it could be expected that this trend 
would continue in district FF. Since the one teacher who did respond rated district quality 
considerably lower than the others, one might conclude that other teachers would do the 
same, thus lowering the quality effectiveness index of district FF to be more in line with 
its staff development rating. 
Limitations 
The limitations relative to this study follow. The reader must consider these 
limitations within her/his own context when attempting to find application of these 
findings to other settings. 
1. The sample used in this study represented approximately 11% (44/362) of the 
districts in Iowa. The respondents were chosen to participate in the study by the board 
secretary or designee of the superintendent. The perceptions of those chosen may not have 
been reflective of the total population. The districts chosen may not represent other 
districts in Iowa. 
2. More surveys were returned by some districts than by others, limiting the 
comparisons that can be made. 
3. The quality effectiveness index yielded by the School System Perceived Quality 
Assessment Instrument may be more indicative of lower ratings for the ideal situation 
than for actual implementation of the quality practices. 
4. The review of the literature did not reveal a consistent set of guidelines which should 
be followed for quality staff development but rather a variety of recommended practices. 
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Therefore, the District Staff Development Questionnaire may not reflect all of the 
elements which comprise effective staff development programs. 
5. The absence of demograhic data for respondents on the staff development instrument 
limits the analyses which can be done. 
6. The fact that the two instruments were completed by two different groups limited the 
comparisons that could be made. Having the same teachers fill out both instruments would 
have been helpful. Perhaps also having administrators, board members, and the 
superintendent respond would have helped the analysis. 
Discussion 
A review of the literature revealed that many changes have taken place in staff 
development over the past twenty to twenty-five years. The findings of this study seem to 
provide evidence for that contention. Wood (1994) described several advances impacting 
the quality of staff development over the years including the movement from isolated 
inservice to a long-term process, the change from district-wide to school-level 
programs, and the involvement of teachers and principals in planning, delivering, and 
evaluating staff development programs. The districts surveyed showed the tendency to 
move toward these recent trends, although continued growth is still needed. 
The fact that every district sua'eyed does have an active, recognized staff 
development program is definitely progress.- However, it is obvious that some have 
integrated the elements considered to be critical to effective programs more than others. 
Brandt (1994) found that staff development is becoming an "established professional 
function," recognizing that good programs are not yet available in all schools. He believes 
that more and more educators are expecting continuing education from their districts as 
well as from the universities. Dillon-Peterson (1994) found that most districts of all 
sizes today provide a budget for professional development and use it to introduce new 
initiatives. This study revealed that nearly half of the districts surveyed offer a wide 
variety of staff development opportunities (question #1). 
Paul's (1990) finding that despite the broadened scope of staff development 
teacher behaviors have remained unchanged is shown in many of these districts. Fewer 
than half of the districts' teachers perceive that their teaching has improved as a result of 
district staff development (question #23). In addition, Joyce and Calhoun (1994) found 
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that as district programs have improved, these changes have not produced the desired 
effects upon instruction. This study corroborates that finding, showing that only a small 
percentage of teachers feel that student achievement in their classrooms has improved as a 
result of district staff development (question #27). According to Guskey and Sparks 
(1991), districts seldom consider change in professional practice or the impact on 
student learning when assessing the effectiveness of their programs. The overwhelming 
majority of teachers in this sample perceived that their district evaluated staff 
development based on student outcomes and achievement (question #30) almost never or 
occasionally. 
Bennett's (1987) and Joyce and Showers' (1982, 1988) findings that the element 
of coaching is an essential component of training if teachers are to use the new practices in 
their classrooms may help us understand why the teachers in the districts surveyed did 
not feel as successful as they could in impacting student learning. All of the districts were 
rated very low (below 3.0) in allowing teachers time to collaborate with and coach each 
other on strategies learned in district staff development (question #27). 
A number of researchers (Joyce & Bennett, 1987; Sparks & Loucks-Horsley, 
1989; Paul, 1990; Wood et al., 1993) found that teacher involvement and participation 
in planning staff development are keys to the success of the program. Nearly half of the 
districts participating in this study have district-wide committees of teachers and 
administrators meeting regularly to plan staff development (question #3). 
Approximately one third also have building-level committees making decisions about 
building-level staff development needs (question #4) and one third also give individual 
teachers the opportunity to determine their own staff development needs and goals 
(question #5). However, more than three fourths of the districts have mandated staff 
development frequently or almost always, allowing for no teacher input. 
The literature does not give one right answer or best way. Different ways work in 
different contexts (Guskey, 1994b). Loucks' (1987) review of the literature found many 
discrepancies existing concerning those practices and procedures producing effective 
results. This study, too, found districts differing considerably in their staff development 
practices. The use of teachers as trainers (question #10), employing outside consultants 
(question #9), offering long-term training options (question #12) and incentives 
(question #8) are happening in varying degrees in the forty districts. All have room for 
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improvement. Paul (1990) refers to tfie difference between "knowing" about staff 
development theory and actually "integrating" it into district programs. The 
administrators he surveyed agreed upon the vaiue of these elements but felt it was 
unrealistic to incorporate all of them, given the other priorities in the districts. 
How do staff development and Continuous Quality Improvement fit together? 
Educational reformers are now saying that innovations in education cannot be viewed as 
isolated fads but as integrated into the whole reform effort (Guskey, 1994b). Systems 
thinking and results-driven education are two new ideas now impacting our schools and 
staff development programs which are also important components of CQI. Staff 
development has been moving from a separate activity to a partnership with other systems 
in the schools. Experts in both staff development and CQI understand that changing one 
part of the system affects all the other parts. It has been predicted that schools will 
increasingly begin to view staff development as the key to restructuring education and the 
best hope for improving schools (Joyce & Calhoun, 1994). Guskey (1994b) states that it 
is now recognized as the main vehicle for change in proposals for restructuring and 
reforming schools. If the staff development program is strong, systems thinking tells us 
that it will then affect the other operations of the district. This study bears out that belief. 
The Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument attempts to uncover the levels of 
quality management in each district by adapting the seven dimensions of the Malcolm 
Baldrige Quality Award to school systems. When looking at the individual items, it is easy 
to see the parallels with and components of staff development programs. Questions 
concerning training of employees, gathering information to assess progress, and using that 
information to continuously improve the district apply as well to staff development. Hem 
19 asks about the availability of regular quality awareness training for ail employees. 
Nearly half of the districts in this study agreed or strongly agreed that this training was 
currently taking place. 
Item 23 on the PQAI and item 5 on the DSDQ both deal with the use of individualized 
plans for staff development. Over half of the districts responded positively to this item on 
the quality management instrument, while approximately one third did so on the staff 
development instrument, suggesting that teachers may perceive less of this practice 
happening in their districts than other school personnel. However, Holt (1993a) believes 
that encouragement of teamwork and collaboration is one reason that CQI works in schools, 
I 
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SO although individual needs are viewed as'important for both, working together for 
success is also valued. 
Lezotte (1992) claims that we must change what teachers and administrators know 
if we are to change the outcomes of education. Every employee must be given opportunities 
for training, education, and self-improvement if they are to achieve their goais, according 
to Moen (1991). He believes that people learning will result in improvement in quality. 
The findings of this study substantiate those beliefs. Districts which were perceived as 
offering more effective staff development programs also were believed to practice quality 
management strategies more than 50 percent of the time. 
Recommendations for Applied Practice 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following recommendations 
for practice in school districts are made by the researcher: 
1. Using the Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument, determine the perceptions of 
current and ideal situations in the district. Use the information from these 
responses to implement needed changes. 
2. Provide training for ail staff regarding quality awareness and improvement. 
3. Survey staff on the District Staff Development Questionnaire. Determine areas of 
needed Improvement. 
4. Become familiar with the elements of effective staff development and initiate 
study teams to develop plans for implementing them in the district's program. 
5. Explore ways in which the staff development program and the district managemeni 
can work together to improve the quality of the district. 
6. Study the seven Baldrlge dimensions and their applications for education. 
Determine ways that staff development can be used to improve current practices. 
7. investigate how other successful districts are incorporating quality principles into 
their district management and staff development programs and examine their 
applicability for Improving the district. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Recommendation for researchers wishing to Investigate this subject further 
include the following: 
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1. Investigate the staff development budget in each district surveyed to determine if 
there is a relationship between effectiveness and dollar allocations. 
2. Study the effect of Phase III on teachers' participation in staff development. 
3. Explore the relationship between district staff development offerings and those of 
the Area Education Agency. 
4. Differentiate among the administrators' responsibilities (e.g., principal, 
business manager, staff development director, assistant superintendent, 
curriculum director) for a clearer picture of their responses. 
5. Survey these districts again in five to ten years to determine change or 
improvement. 
6. Study the differences in perceptions of teachers who participate often in their 
district's staff development and those who do not. 
7. Investigate the differences in perceptions between elementary and secondary 
teachers as to their district's staff development program. 
8. Determine whether teachers have received training in Continuous Quality 
Improvement to see if their perceptions differ from those with no training. 
9. investigate further the applicability of Continuous Quality Improvement in the 
school setting and the ways to adapt the Baldrige criteria to school districts. 
10. Study districts that are attempting to implement quality improvement and the 
practices that are working best for them. 
11. Survey districts to find out more specifically how their staff development 
programs are helping to train employees in quality improvement. 
12. Develop, implement, and assess the effects of a training program in quality 
improvement. 
Recent research has shown that both staff development and Continuous Quality 
Improvement can lead to school improvement when the critical elements of each are 
implemented in school districts. Perceptions of key stakeholders in the Iowa school 
districts surveyed indicated that many of these essential practices were in place at the 
time of the study, however there was room for improvement. Districts showing more 
effective staff development programs do appear to have higher quality district management 
more than 50 percent of the time. 
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Sclaool  System Perceived Qual i ty  Assessment  Instrument  
Depa r tmen t  of Pro fe s s iona l  S tud i e s  •  Iowa  S t a t e  Un i r e r i l t ) '  
To the Participant: This instalment requests information from you and your colleagues about perceptfons of 
the level of quality found in your school system's operalions and activities. Please provfde the information 
requested below, and complete the rating section on the next two pages as instructed below. All you need to 
do when you have completed this instalment is to fold it, tape it closed, and drop it in ttie U.S. Mail, Thanks for 
your help and cooperation. Your responses will help in future efforts to improve education. 
Parti; Demographic Information 
Please provide the following information; 
1. Position: • Teacher • Support Staff • Aaministrator • Superintendent • Board • Other 
2. Home Annual Income: • Under $10,000 •$10,000 - 29,999 •$30,000-49,999 •Cver$50,000 
3. Gender: • Male • Female 4. Age: DUnderlS Dis-sg 0 30 - 55 • 56- 70 • Over70 
5. Level of Education: • Less than 3.A. degree • B.A. degree • Master's degree • Doctorate degree 
6. Years Experience In Current/Similar Job: GUnderSyrs. DS-IOyrs. nil-aSyrs. • 25 yrs. or more 
Part II: Rating of Scliool System Quality Components 
Directions: Please state your judgment of the current shuation and Ihe desired or ideal situation in your school 
system. Consider the statements on the following two pages carefully, and indicate the degree to which you 
feel each statement describes your school system. Note (ftaf you are asi<ed la respond to each staiement 
twice: once in the current situation column, and once again in the desired situation column. 
Definitions: 1. Current Situation: What is the status of your school system now in terms of the statement-
what do you see is the present state of affairs on this item? 
2. Desired Situation: What siinuld the status of your school system be in terms of the 
statement -- what would you like to see or find in ycur system on this item? 
Please respond in both columns (current and desired) on each statement, and mark only one response for each 
statement in each column. 
RESPONSES ARE STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL 
AND WILL BE REPORTED ONLY IN SUMMA/RY FORM BY DISTRICT 
After completing the instrument, please fold and tape it closed, and drop it in the U. S. Mail. Thank you lor your 
assistance and cooperation! 
Please open :ha instrument, ana proceed with the next section. 
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School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each item. 
/ Respond to both columns on each item, and mark only one response 
in each column. 
Curreni Situation Desired Situaiic • 
A. Leadership 
1. District-level management is committed to improving quality. 
2. The school system's policy or statements on quality are clearly 
communicated to all employees. 
3. District-level management is visibly Involved in and actively promotes 
quality within the school system. 
4. District-level management is recognized outside the school district for 
promoting quality. 
5. The school system supports employees and students to promote quality 
awareness with community, state, national, educational, business, and 
other organizations. 
6. School system client focus and quality values are integrated into 
day-to-day leadership of all operations. 
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B. Information and Analysis 
7. Assessment data are used to improve curriculum, instnjction, and 
operations of the system as a whole. 
3. Information is communicated in a systematic manner 
9. Adequate procedures are in place to collect data about organizational 
performance from a vanety of sources, 
10. Decisions are made based upon collected data and analysis of results. 
11. Improved quality has been the result of data collection and analysis. 
12. The quality of programs and services is compared with those in other 
' school systems. 
C. Strategic Quality Planning 
13.The system planning process is integrated into daily operations and 
involves all administrative, instructional, and support areas. 
14. Quality tools and techniques are used in the normal planning process. 
15. Each department or unit has a mission, and has identified key 
processes and client needs. 
16. Continuous improvement is emphasized in district strategic planning 
ettons. 
17. Information from staff and community is used for strategic planning. 
'3. Cooperative teams are formed and used in strategic planning involving 
all levels of employees. 
I D. Human Resource Development and Management 
j 1?. Quality awareness training is maoe available to all employees on a 
I  regular basis. 
j 2C. Employee teams are regularly used to solve district problems. 
-: E.Tipowerment. risk taking and innovation are encouraged ana 
supported. 
22 are Jccortunities for individuals and groups to contribute to 
aualiiy goals and plans. 
22 ."Cividualized professional development plans are used m statf 
::evelcpmen[ and training. 
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School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument Cur-en; s.tuaiicn iceal Situatic-
.rfj n n/f^  ^  f 
C« Please indicate to whai extent you agree or disagree with each Item. /W / / r '/xJ 
>• ! . j !•''] L^i [y Respond to both columns on each item and mark only one response m . / -. / / . / ..v , 
each column. 
2^. Emoloyees are involved in developing their own perlormance and 
recognition systems. 
25. Employee satisfaction surveys are conducted on a regular basis. 
ZiDi — O 
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E. Management of Process Quality 
26. Validation of program performance and actual results is done regularly 
27. Articulation among all grade levels in curriculum planning and deliver/ 
encouraged and implemented. 
23. Procedures have been established to reduce student dropout rates. 
29. Advisory committees are extensively used to maintain up-to-date 
program content and processes. 
30. Reports and findings about results and performance are shared freely 
with the txiard, staff, and the community. 
31. Quality or performance audits of programs and courses are conducted 
regularly 
s ! i 
F. Quality and Operational Results 
32. Major trends of key programs and services are identified and monitored 
over time. 
33. The number of purchased sen/ices and consultant assistance contracts 
have increased over time. 
J-i. Gracuates are ccnti'nucusiy ana mfonnation accut :retr ' • r— 
placement and status is analyzed. 
35. Strategies are in place to diagnose continuously the skills and ability • nio bi ID cizi^o 
levels of students in key learning areas. ; i 1 
, 36. The quality of support and sen/ices (equipment, instructional resources. c z|p ic-i • 1 
•
 
[ 1 
•
 
training etc) provided is improving. j 
; 37. The quality of the school district is compared regularly with other • ZijD . b b z Zj iO 
i schools' program results and performance. f 1 
'  G. Client Focus and Satisfaction 
' 33 .Procedures for handling inquiries and complaints are well established c ZID . •izb 
and operate smoothly ; 
35 Supyeys are regularly used to obtain student and parent feedback. • - iO: Z Oi GiZb 
: •^C. Post-secondary institution and employer satisfaction with graduates are • zb Z2i —; C!Zb 
: monitored on a regular basis. 1 
; 4' Clear standards are established and employees are taught skills to • zp •fj Z: Z|D 
effectively interact with parents, students, employers, and citizens. ; 
-iZ ='jture st'jder't curricular and program needs are identified and lied !o zb Ci •!— zbp 
curriculum deveicpmeni. 
i:3 information is gathered frequently to monitor progress and irriprovemeni —! —ifi . • i z zp 
from year to year in all areas. i 
-i- Special training in helping clients is provided to all professional and zbl • ;  • I z ' z b  support staff on a regular basis. 
-5 3'ient sat'sfaciicn with this school district's performance is imcrcving —: Z i G i  ; • •  i |  . Z: ZID 
ever tine i i  
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DISTRICT STAFF DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Department of Professional Studies • Iowa State University 
Dear Respondent, 
Thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire. The purpose of this instrument is to 
determine your perceptions and those of your colleagues about the staff development activities 
taking place in your district. Your input will assist us In learning more about how to design, 
develop, and deliver staff development. 
In this survey, staff development refers to professional growth opportunities for teachers, 
administrators, and support staff. 
Responding to the 30 questions listed should take you no longer than ten to fifteen minutes, 
and is strictly optional. Results of the study will be made available to your district upon 
request. If you have questions about any of the procedures used, you may contact the researcher 
at the phone number or address listed at the bottom of this page. 
Directions: Please fill in the appropriate box for each statement listed. Consider each item 
in terms of how frequently or regularly it is done in your school district. Skip any item which 
does not apply to your district. Answer choices are as follows: 
N - Almost NEVER happens in our district 
0 - OCCASIONALLY happens in our district 
D-DONT KNOW 
F - FREQUENTLY happens in our district 
A - Almost ALWAYS happens in our district 
Mark only one answer for each statement. 
RESPONSES ARE STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL 
AND WILL BE REPORTED IN SUMMARY FORM BY DISTRICT 
After completing the questionnaire, please fold and tape it closed and drop it in the U.S. 
Mail. Thank you for your assistance and cooperationl 
Qutnions «nQuu3 idarviMO ;o; 
Pam Jonr&on • m03 WoodLanO Parx Onvo. Wosi 0«t M0i0««. lA 50266 (StS) 22S«25at 
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DISTRICT STAFF DEVELOPMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Directions; Please fill in the appropriate box for each statement. Consider each item in 
terms of how frequentiy or regularly it is done in your school district. Sl<lp any item which 
does not apply to your district. Answer choices are as follows; 
N - Almost NEVER happens in our district 
0 - OCCASIOfslALLY happens in our district 
D - DONT KNOW 
F - FI=1EQUENTLY happens in our district 
A - Almost ALWAYS happens in our district 
1,  This district offers a wide variety of staff development N 0 D F A 
opportunities. • • • • • 
2. A needs assessment is conducted periodically to determine N 0 D F A 
staff development needs. • • • • • 
3. A district-wide committee of K-12 teachers and administrators N 0 D F A 
meets regularly to plan district staff development. • • • • • 
4. Building-level committees of teachers make decisions about N 0 D F A 
building needs for staff development. • • • • • 
5. There is opportunity for individual teachers to determine their N 0 D F A 
own staff development needs and goals. • • • • • 
N 0 D F A 
6. Some staff development topics are mandated by the district. • Q • • • 
7. District administrators work with building-level committees N 0 D F A 
to provide a comprehensive and ongoing staff development program. • • • • • 
8. Staff members are reimbursed for some expenses incurred for N 0 D F A 
staff development. • Q • • • 
9. Experts are brought in from outside the district to teach N 0 D F A 
needed skills and concepts. • • • • • 
10. District teachers and administrators are encouraged to share N 0 D F A 
their knowledge with colleagues. • • • • • 
1. The length of most district staff development sessions is one N 0 D F A 
day or less. • • • • • 
N 0 D F A 
2. District staff development offerings meet two or more times each. • • • • • 
N 0 D F A 
3. Our staff development is held during contract hours. • • • • • 
4. Our district provides staff development opportunities during N 0 D F A 
the summer. • • • • • 
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N - Almost NEVER happens in our district 
0 - OCCASIONALLY happens in our district 
D-DONT KNOW 
F - FREQUENTLY happens in our district 
A - Almost ALWAYS happens in our district 
15. Most teachers understand the rationale for the district's 
staff development. 
16. The majority of teachers in our district participate yearly in 
staff development activities. 
17. New/ teachers are provided with additional training by the 
district during their first year. 
18. Staff development in technology is a high priority in this district. 
19. This district provides adequate funding and support 
(equipment, time, space, etc.) for staff development. 
20. The content of our staff development offerings is of high quality. 
21. Staff development offerings have high credibility with teachers. 
22. Strategies learned in district staff development have long-term 
use. 
23. My teaching has improved as a result of district staff 
development. 
24. District staff development impacts curriculum planning and 
development. 
25. Improved assessment of student performance results from 
district staff development. 
26. Teachers are given time to collaborate with and to coach each 
other on strategies learned in district staff development. 
27. Student achievement in my classroom has improved as a 
result of district staff development. 
28. District staff development includes follow-up activities. 
29. District staff development is part of a continuous effort to 
improve teaching and learning. 
30. This district evaluates staff development based on student 
outcomes and achievement. 
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APPENDIX C 
VALIDATION PANEL FOR THE PQAI 
Inslruiiieutution Vulidulion IVuccss 
1/isl of Kxpert Reviewers 
Sulululidii K.N'aiiie MI LName .lulititli: Institution Address! Address2 Citv Slate Zip 
Dr. Harold D. Prior Su()crinlcniJenl Algona Comiuuiiity 
School District 
200 North 
Phillips 
Algona lA 50511 
Dr. Larry E. Frase Professor San Diego Stale 
University 
4949 
Westminster 
Terrace 
San 
Diego 
CA 92116 
Mr. IhiroUl A. Overman SuiK-rinleiulenl Spirit Lake Cominnnity 
School District 
91K) 20lh St. Spirit 
Lake 
lA 51360 
Dr. Kamly A. r-lack Supcrinienilcnl Knoxville Community 
Scliool District 
1214 \V. Jack-son Knoxvill 
e 
lA .50138 
Dr. Carolyn A. Downey Professor San Diego State 
University 
DepanniciU of 
Educational 
Admiiii.stration 
College of 
Education 
Sai\ 
Diego 
CA 92182 
Dr. Virijiiii C. Vcrii/. Exccu vc Director National Cinriculuin 
Audit Center 
1801 N. Moore 
St. 
Arlingto 
n 
VA 22209 
Dr. Aiiuiii J. Nclusil Profe.^sor Iowa State University Department of 
Professional 
Studies 
N247 
Lagom.ircino 
Hall 
Ames lA 50011 
Dr. Jaiiic.s A. BikuIic Professor Xavier University Department of 
liilueationul 
Administration 
Victory 
Paikway 
Cincinna 
ti 
OH 45207 
Dr. Prank W. Maikus Professor Memphis Stale 
University 
Department of 
Educational 
Administration 
Memphis TN 38152 
Dr. riunnas C. Valc.sky Professor University of South 
I'loriila 
Department of 
Educational 
Administration 
4202 Fowler 
Avenue 
Tampa FL 33620 
Dr. Jcri-y w. Cliasc Professor Iowa Stale University Departmem of 
Construction 
Ensiineering 
478 Town 
Engineering 
Ames lA 51X)11 
Dr. kimalJ J. Sanli Director of 
business Affairs 
Iowa State University Cieneral Services 
Building 
Ames lA .5(Xm 
Dr. Jau Sweeney Associale Director Iowa State University Research 
Institute for 
Studies in 
Education 
EW)1 
Lagomarcino 
Hall 
Ames lA .5(X)11 
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Instrument Evaluation 
School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument 
Quality Assessment Project 
Department of Professional Studies 
Iowa State University 
Evaluator: «Salutation» «FName» «MI» «LName» 
Date Completed: 
1. The School System Perceived Quality Assessment Instrument appears to accurately reflect the Baldridge Award 
criteria. 
/ Strongly Agree / Agree / Not Sure / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 
Comments: 
Strongly Agree: 3 Agree: 5 Not Sure: 1 Disagree: Strongly Disagree 
2. The instrument's statements comprise generally valid indicators of the Baldridge Award criteria for use and 
application in an educational setting. 
/Strongly Agree / Agree / Not Sure / Disagree /Strongly Disagree 
Comments: 
Strongly Agree: 1 Agree: 6 Not Sure: 2 Disagree: Strongly Disagree 
3. The instrument is complete in terms of adequacy of coverage and completeness of the Baldridge .Award sections 
and item criteria. 
/ Strongly Agree / Agree / Not Sure / Disagree / Strongly Disagree 
Comments: 
Strongly Agree: 2 Agree: 4 Not Sure; 2 Disagree: 1 Strongly Disagree 
4. Please note any suggestions for improvemem, modification, or change (optional): 
Looks good as is 
Instrument very well done 
Internal clients not given enough focus 
No suggestions for improvement 
.Add item related to "just in time" 
1 like it as is 
No suggestions 
Comments relating to individual items (7 each) 
Consider reducing items to one idea only 
No suggestions 
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VALIDATION PANEL FOR THE DSDQ 
Name 
1. Dr. Jamie Ferrare 
2. Ms. Troyce Fisher 
3. Dr. Kay Forsythe 
4. IVls. Bette Frazier 
5. Dr. Linda Munger 
6. Dr. Sue Palmer 
7. Mr. Edward Redalen 
8. Dr. Pam Robbins 
9. Dr. Jim Sheib 
10. Dr. Kurt Van Gilder 
Position/Title 
Assistant Executive Director 
School Administrators of Iowa 
Educational Services Director 
Northern Trails Area Education Agency 
Staff Development Consultant 
Northern Trails Area Education Agency 
Staff Development Coordinator 
Mississippi Bend Area Education Agency 
Educational Consultant 
Staff Development Consultant 
Southern Prairie Area Education Agency 
Educational Services Director 
Area Education Agency 7 
Educational Consultant 
Staff Development Director 
Grant Wood Area Education Agency 
Staff Development Director 
Heartland Area Education Agency 
Location 
West Des Moines, lA 
Clear Lal<e, lA 
Clear Lake, lA 
Bettendorf, lA 
Urbandale, lA 
Ottumwa, lA 
Cedar Fails, lA 
Napa, CA 
Cedar Rapids, lA 
Johnston, lA 
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Comments/suggestions from validation panel 
•How do you know if staff development is successful? 
•Does district provide summer staff development? 
•Ask about incentives/motivation. 
•Does staff development link witfi curriculum and assessment initiatives? 
•Use the word "opportunities" rather than classes. 
•Add to cover page, "Your Input will assist us In learning more about how to design, develop, and 
deliver staff development opportunities for teachers." 
•Define staff development. "In this survey, staff development refers to . . . 
•Maybe you need to write a definition at the beginning of what you mean by staff development. 
•Ask if staff development courses include follow-up activities. 
•#3 - Clarify K-1 2 teachers. 
•#4 - Use "make decisions" Instead of "help determine." 
•#5 - Add "There Is opportunity for..." 
•#7 - Add "building-level committees" 
•#10 - Specify which district staff members. 
•#13 - Change "regular work day" to "during contract hours." 
•#17 - Change to "with additional training." 
•#26 - Add "on strategies learned in district staff development." 
•#28 - What about foilow-up sessions after training? 
•Ask about making technology staff development a priority. 
•Ask how often the training meets high standards of teacher training. 
•Ask if they felt they had meaningful input into the staff development priorities for the district: 
for their school. 
•Ask if instructors had credibility with the district. 
•Ask if offerings would likely have long term use or be short term "trains coming down the 
track." 
Ask how often they do things differently in their classroom after SD training. 
"Most teachers understand why we're doing the staff development we're doing" -idea v. we just 
march in and endure. 
I was pleased to see your question on coaching. 
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Las :  Name  o f  P r i nc i pa l  I nves t i ga to r  Johnsc -
Checklis: for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The foUowing are attached (please check); 
12.2! Li'.ar or 'vriaen satsment to subjects indicating clearly; 
a) purpose of the reseanh 
b) the use oi any idenufier codes (names, ff's), how they wUl be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate or time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, locadon of the research acdvity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
i") in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
S) partidpauon is voluntar/: nonparticipation 'vill not affect evaluations of the subject 
13.Cj Consent form (if applicable) 
l-.,~ Letter of approval for research from cooperanng organizations or insdt^tions (if applicable) 
15. .25 Data-gathering inscnimencs 
16. .-i-nticipaied dates for contac: 'vith subjects; 
First Contact Last Contact 
17. If appUcabl;; anticipated date that idendfiers wil be removed from completed sur/ey insa-jments ind/cr audio or '.".iual 
tices will be erased: 
MA 
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.Mor.Li / Day / Year •Monn / Day : 'r'lar 
.Vfor.ch / Day / Yiar 
Decarsnent or .Administradve Unit 
IP'. Decision of uhe University Human Subjects Review Ccmmiaee: 
Project .Approved Project Not .-Approved No .\cdon RequL'ed 
.N'arr.e of Committee Chairce.'son Date • I Signature of Committee Chairperson 
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IOWA STATE University C„UE«opeolc,.™.. 
OF Science and TECHNI^LOGV Depannimiol prolcsjionjl SiuJiei 
NZ15 Uigomarvino HjH 
Ames. Iowa *0011-.* I 
i5i;» :'M.4r< 
FJX I5I5I :94.4'U; 
January 31. 1994 
Superintendent 
Dear 
First, please accept our sincere thanks for your willingness to participate in the Quality .Assessment Project being conducted 
by a team of doctoral students at Iowa State University. Pam Johnson, participant in the research project, has been in touch 
with you and indicates that you have agreed to be one of ihe -i-i superintendents in Iowa who will help us in our quest to 
learn more about the implementation of quality principles in school district management. 
As you know, any innovation in education merits close scrutiny and evaJuation to determine its wonh. So it is with the 
quality movement. We are hopeful that your panicipation in this significant study will make a substantive contribution to 
our understanding of quality principles in school administration. Your assistance is crucial to the success of this project. 
Shonly at'ter February 18. 1994. you will receive from your liaison (Pam Johnson) a set of questionnaires for distribution to 
your staff. In the table below is a list of the instruments, an estimate of the time it will take to respond to each, and the 
people who will need to complete them. Please note that aJl respondents and school district names will be scrupulously kept 
anonymous and confidential. 
Insimmem: Time 
Reqd 
To be completed by: 
Percewed Quaiity Assessntent Instrument ZO min Soani. supenntmOeni, 2 jUmmisiraion. 5 leachen, 3 support penonnel, 
siudent bodv oresidcni and vice Ofwidcni 
Questionnaire on Superintendenl Comoensation 10 rntn 3oarU ojid juDcnmendeni 
Sc'nooi Bocrd Perceotwns on Governance 20 mm Board and suDenctendcni 
Strate^fic Pljnnin? Assessment 10 mm 10 staff memben jclecicd ax random by Board Secreurv 
Staff Develooment Ot^sftonnntre 15 mm 6 *iaiT menjben sclcctcd ai random bv Board Secreurv 
F(u t(itu's Raii'H! Scale lOnitn 1 Suwnniendent jiiJ Pnncioalj I 
This IS a formidable task, but we feel that the results will be worth the effort. Of course, you will receive a copy of the t'lnai 
results tVom each of the studies when they are completed. Please plan to receive the instruments in a couple of weeks. If 
you have any questions, please give me or Pam Johnson a call. Again, many thanks for your assistance and your suppon of 
this very important research effon. 
Sincerely. 
William K. Poston Jr. 
.As.sociaie Professor 
Quality Assessment Project 
PC: Pam Johnson 
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Pam Johnson 
1103 Woodland Park Drive 
West Des Moines, Iowa 50266 
November 2, 1994 
Dear : 
Thank you for your help in the distribution of the following survey to six 
of your district's teachers. It would be helpful if these teachers could 
come from different grade levels, representing elementary, middle level, 
and senior high. For the sake of anonymity, I would appreciate it if you 
would ask your Board Secretary to select the respondents. 
The purpose of this survey is to explore the relationships between 
indicators of quality in school districts and the staff development 
programs offered. Participation is entirely voluntary and will remain 
strictiv confidential. Completion of the survey will be the indication of 
consent to participate. Identification of individual respondents will not 
be possible. 
Completing the survey should take no longer than 10 to 15 minutes. After 
completing it, the respondents should fold the booklet in thirds, place it in 
the enclosed envelope, and drop it in the U.S. Mail. If you have any 
questions about this research or the instrument itself, please call one of 
the numbers below. 
Thank you for your cooperation and assistance! 
Sincerely, 
Pam Johnson 
Doctoral Candidate 
(515) 225-2581 
William K. Poston, Jr. Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
(515) 294-5968 
